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Vol.  2.    Commencement.    At  end  of  list  of  Solicitors  General  add  "  Sir  William 

Athertok,  Knt." 
Vol  2,  page  324.    Fifth  Une  from  top ;  and  Vol.  3,  page  146,  last  line  but  one.    For 

"  Compant"  read  "  Soctbty." 


CASES  1860. 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 
ni 

THE  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

Dl 

TRINITY    TERM, 

XXra.  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  who  usually  sat  in   Banc  in  this  Term 
were: 

COCKBUBN   C.  J.  I  CkOMPTON  J. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  Blackburn  J. 


Patten,  appellant,  against  Rhymer,  respondent.  Saturday, 

May  26th. 

CASE  stated  by  two  justices  of  Essex^  under  stat.  20  stat  9  Q,  4. 
Q   oi    Tr-^        Ao  c.  61.  *.  21. 

&  21  Vict.  c.  43.  iihposes 

This  was  an  information  under  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  61.  ^^nnkeeper 

«.  2L,  against  the  appellant^  who  is  an  innkeeper  at  Great  ^°'  -^^t^t^ 

Baddow^  in  Essex,  for   knowingly  suffering  gaming  in  f.®°**^*^^^^ 

form  of  license 
is  given  in 

Schednle  C.  of  the  Act,  and  contains  a  proviso  that  the  innkeeper  shall  "  not  knowingly 

suffer  any  unlawful   games  or  any  gaming  whatsoever"  in  the  licensed  house  and 

prenuBM. 
Held,  that  an  innkeeper  was  liable  to  conviction,  under  sect.  21,  for  playing  cards  for 

money  with  private  friends  of  hid  oim  in  his  own  private  room  in  the  inn. 

VOL.   IIL  B  E.    &   E. 


TRINITY  TERM. 

1860.  his  boose  and  premises,  bj  pejrmiuing  several  persons  to 
Paithi  play  at  cards  for  money;  contrary  to  tbe  tenor  of  bis 
Rbtmeb«  license.  It  was  proved  by  tbe  evidence  of  two  police 
oflBcers  that,  about  twelve  o*clock  on  tbe  nigbt  of  lOtb 
January y  I860,  tbey  entered  tbe  inn  kept  by  tbe 
appellant,  at  Great  Baddowy  as  a  party  tben  in  tbe 
bouse  was  in  tbe  act  of  breaking  up  and  leaving ;  tbat 
tbey  found  cards  and  also  money  opon  a  table  in  tbe 
bar-parlour,  w^bere  five  persons  bad  been  assembled, 
and  four  of  wbom  were  tben  in  tbe  room^  tbe  appellant 
being  one  of  tbem.  Tbe  appellant  admitted  tbat  tbey 
bad  all  been  playing  cards  tc^tber,  for  money,  at  a  very 
low  stake,  and  tbat  tbe  otber  four  persons  bad  come  tbere 
by  bis  invitation.  On  bebalf  of  tbe  appellant  it  was  satis- 
factorily proved  tbat  tbe  parties  present  were  respectable 
tradesmen  of  tbe  parisb,  moving  in  tbe  same  spbere  of 
life  as  bimself,  and  tbat  tbey  bad  come  to  bis  bouse, 
opon  tbe  occasion  in  question,  as  bis  private  firiends  and 
by  bis  special  invitation ;  tbat  tbey  bad  all  been  in  tbe 
babit  of  visiting  at  eacb  other's  houses  for  the  purpose  of 
playing  a  friendly  game  of  cards,  and  it  bad  arrived  at 
tbe  appellant's  turn  to  invite  them  to  his  bouse ;  and 
tbat  the  room  where  they  were  assembled  was  a  private 
room  of  the  appellant,  and  there  were  no  other  persons 
in  the  house  but  tbe  five  persons  before  mentioned. 

It  was  contended  before  the  justices,  on  bebalf  of 
tbe  appellant,  tbat  tbe  law  was  never  intended  to 
deprive  the  innkeeper  of  his  right  to  invite  bis  private 
firiends  to  bis  bouse  for  tbe  purpose  and  under  the 
circumstances  pro^^ed. 

Tbe  justices  were  of  a  contrary  opinion,  and  held 
that,  under  the  words  of  the  statute  and  the  tenor  of 
bis  license,  an   innkeeper  was   not  entitled  knowingly 
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to  permit  cards  to  be  played  for  money  in  any  part  iggo. 
of  his  licensed  house  and  premises ;  and  they  therefore  p^^^.,, 
convicted  the  appellant  in  a  mitigated  penalty.  Bhtiieb. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether,  under  the  circumstances,  the  determination  of 
the  justices  was  right 

No  counsel  appeared  in  support  of  the  conviction. 

Barrow,  for  the  appellant.  The  appellant  has  com- 
mitted no  offence  against  the  tenor  of  his  license.  The 
form  of  the  license  is  given  in  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  61. 
Schedule  C,  and  contains  a  proviso  that  the  person 
licensed  shall  not  **  knowingly  suffer  any  unlawful  games 
or  any  gaming  whatsoever"  in  the  licensed  premises. 
The  appellant  has  been  convicted  for  knowingly  suf- 
fering gaming  in  his  premises.  But,  in  the  first  place, 
all  playing  at  cards  is  not  gaming.  Stat.  8  &  9  Fict. 
c.  109.  s.  1.  repeals  so  much  of  stat.  33  Hen.  8.  c.  9. 
as  declares  any  game  of  mere  skill  an  unlawful  game. 
Games  at  cards  which  require  the  exercise  of  skill,  and 
are  not  mere  games  of  chance,  are,  therefore,  no  longer 
unlawful :  and,  as  the  conviction  does  not  specify  the 
particular  game  which  was  played,  the  appellant  is  entitled 
to  the  benefit  of  the  presumption  that  it  was  a  game  of 
skill  [Crampton  J.  How  can  any  games  at  cards  be 
games  of  mere  skill?  Cackbum  C.  J.  All  such  games 
are  more  or  less  games  of  chance,  though  requiring  skill 
alsa  Wightman  J.  In  Richardson^s  Dictionary  "  to 
game"  is  defined,  "  to  play  for  money."]  Every  game 
played  for  money  is  not  unlawful.  \Blackbum  J.  But 
is  it  not  gaming  ?]  Even  assuming  that  it  is,  then,  in 
the  second  place,  it  cannot  have  been  in  the  contem- 
plation of  the  Legislature  to  prevent  an  innkeeper  from 
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1860.  inviting  his  private  friends  to  a  game  of  cards  with  him 
Pattbh  in  a  private  part  of  the  house.  The  acts  which  the 
Ehtmir.  statute  forbids  him  to  do  or  allow  are  acts  done  or  allowed 
by  him  as  an  innkeeper,  not  as  an  individual.  [Cocft- 
burn  C.  J.  There  is  this  to  be  said  in  your  favour, 
that  it  does  not  appear  that  the  appellant  intended  any 
colourable  evasion  of  the  statute.  Still,  the  Legislature 
may  have  intended  to  prohibit  all  card  playing  on  the 
licensed  premises.  Wightman  J.  The  diflSculty  of  any 
other  construction  of  the  statute  is  that  it  would  open  a 
door  to  collusion.]  The  part  of  the  premises  where  the 
appellant  was  entertaining  his  friends  was  his  private 
dwelling-house,  and  not  part  of  the  inn. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  The  words  of  the  license  are  large 
enough  to  embrace  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case,  and  to  justify  the  conviction.  There  is  certainly 
a  great  difference  between  what  is  done  by  the  landlord 
of  an  inn  as  landlord,  and  that  which  he  does  as  a 
private  individual.  The  Legislature  may,  however,  have 
thought  it  necessary  to  prohibit  any  gaming,  by  any 
person,  on  any  part  of  the  licensed  premises.  Although 
I  am  not  quite  satisfied  that  such  was  their  intention,  I 
think  that  the  safer  course  is  to  hold  that  it  was;  just 
as  they  appear,  by  the  preceding  proviso  in  the  form 
of  license,  to  have  prohibited  drunkenness  or  other  dis- 
orderly conduct  in  any  part  of  the  premises  (a). 

Wightman  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  conviction 
was  right.     I  consider  that  the  object  of  the  Legislature 

(fl)  The  preceding  proTiso  is,  "  that"  the  innkeeper  "  do  not  wilfuUy 
or  knowingly  permit  drunkenness  or  other  disorderly  conduct  in  his 
house  or  premises." 
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was  to  impose,  upon  any  person  obtaining  a  license,  the        i860, 
condition  not  knowingly  to  suffer  any  gaining  on   the       pItteiT" 
licensed  premises ;  whether  the  gaming  be  unlawful  or      -rbtuzr 
what  may  be  called  innocent.     The  words  '^any  gaming 
whatsoever"  are  wide   enough  to   prohibit  gaming  of 
every  description.     Playing  cards  for  money  is  gaming ; 
granting  that,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  present 
case,  the  gaming  was  innocent.     Although  nothing  of 
the  sort  is  here  imputed  to  the  appellant,  it  might  be 
easy  for  a  fraudulent  person  to  evade  the  law,  supposing 
it  not  to  prohibit  all  playing  at  cards  for  money,  by 
pretending    that     the     gaming    consisted    merely    of 
playing  at  a  lawful  game  at  cards  with   his  private 
friends. 

Crompton  J.  The  schedule  to  stat.  9  Cr.  4.  c.  61. 
gives  the  form  of  license ;  which  forbids  not  unlawful 
games  only,  but  any  gaming  whatsoever.  It  was  in  the 
first  place  contended  for  the  appellant  that  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  109.  8.  1.  has  rendered  certain  games,  formerly 
prohibited,  lawful ;  but  that  enactment  cannot  be  called 
in  aid  to  interpret  the  word  "  gaming**  in  this  beer  Act. 
As  my  brother  Wightman  has  pointed  out,  playing  for 
money  is  gaming.  The  only  question  therefore  is, 
whether  gaming  by  the  landlord  with  his  private  friends 
io  his  private  room  is  within  the  prohibition  in  the 
license.  If  the  prohibition  does  not  extend  to  such 
gaming,  it  must  follow  that  the  prohibition  against  allow- 
ing drunkenness  on  the  premises  will  not  prevent  a 
landlord  from  allowing  his  private  friends  to  get  drunk 
there.  I  think  that  gaming  by  the  landlord's  private 
friends  is  both  within  the  words  of  the  Act  and  within  the 
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1860.  mischief  sooght  to  be  prevented;  and  that  the  justices 
P^„Eai  "^ere  right  m  convicting,  however  innocent  the  appel- 
Rhtxkb.      ^^  °^^7  htLYe  been  of  any  wrong  intention. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
tenor  of  the  license  is  not  confined  to  preventing  persons 
who  are  the  public  guests  of  the  innkeeper  finom  gaming ; 
but  is  intended  to  prohibit  all  gaming  whatsoever,  for 
fear  lest  unlawful  gaming  should  be  collusivelj  carried 
on  on  any  part  of  the  licensed  premises.  I  think  therefore 
that  the  justices  put  a  proper  construction  on  the  Act, 
in  holding  that  the  appellant  had  committed  an  offence 
against  the  tenor  pf  his  license. 

Conviction  afiBrmed. 


^''^^       Harrison  against  The  London,  Brighton  and 
SoxjTH  Coast  Railway  Company. 

[Reported,  in  the  Queen's  Bench  and  in  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  2  B.  ^  S. 
122.] 
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Chilcote,  Appellant,  against  Youldon,         Saiurda^ 
Respondent.  ^^"^i'* 

^  May  30th. 

CASE  staled  by  justices,  under  slat.  20  &  21  Vict  Stat.  15  &  16 
^  ^  Vict  e.  79. 

c.  43.  *.  13.  em- 

At  a  Petty  Sessions  of  the  peace,  held  in  and  for  ^luer  acting 

the  division  o(  Paington,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  on  19th  ^  ^^'indosure 

January,  1860,  a  complaint  in  writing  was  made,  under  •^^^•^tcT 

the  provisions  of  stats.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  118.  and  15  &  16  recojerpos- 

*■  session  of  any 

Vict  c.  79.  s.  13.,  by  the  appellant,  the  valuer  appointed  encroachment 

•^  or  inclosure 

and  acting  in  the  matter  of  the  inclosure  of  the  commons  which,  under 

,  Stat.  8  &  9 

and  waste  lands  of  the  manor  of  Brixham,  in  the  county  Vict  c.  118., 

.  •  **  shall  be 

of  Devon,  against  the  respondent,  an  occupier  holding  deemed  to  be 

over  and  detaining  a  portion  of  land  used  as  garden  ^^^gubject^ 

ground,  and  alleged  to  be  within  the  limits  of  the  said  ^^^^^^iJ^^^^^ 

common.     On  the  part  of  the  appellant,  evidence  was  ^^^^^  *^®   . 
^  t^t^  '  ^  actual  occupier 

given  of  his  appointment  as  valuer,  and  that  the  piece  neglects  or 
of  ground  occupied  and   held  over  by  the  respondent  deliver  up, 

.    .      ,,  ,  1  •  1  after  the  de- 

was  origmally  an  encroachment  on  the  said  common,  termination  of 
and  included  in  the  map  of  the  commons  annexed  to  that  Act. 
the  provisional  order  for  the  said  inclosure,  under  the  on^heV^iog 
seal  of  the  Inclosure  Commissioners.     That  no  claim  in  appUcatfon 

by  the  valuer, 
the  justices 
have  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into  the  circumstances  attending  the  encroachment  or 
inclosure  in  question :  notwithstanding  that  the  occupier  has  made  no  claim*  before  the 
valuer  or  the  Inclosure  Commissioners,  and  has  not  appealed  against  the  award  of  the 
Commissioners,  which  includes  the  land  in  dispute.  That,  therefore,  the  justices  were 
right  in  refusing  to  order  pjossession  to  be  given  to  the  valuer  of  a  piece  of  land  proved 
to  them  to  have  been  first  inclosed  more  than  twenty  years  before  the  first  meeting  of 
the  Commissioners  for  the  examination  of  claims ;  such  land  being,  under  stat.  8  &  9  yict. 
c.  118.  8.  52.,  an  ancient  inclosure,  and  that  section,  taken  with  section  50,  shewing  that 
inclosures,  only,  of  less  than  such  twenty  years  standing  arc,  under  that  Act,  to  be  deemed 
to  be  parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed, 


>  TRINITY  TERM. 

1860.       respect  thereof,  or  in  reference  thereto,  was  made  by  the 
Chilcoti     respondent  before,  or  delivered  to,  the  appellant  as  such 
YouiioH      ▼^lu^r,  or  otherwise,  at  the  several  times  or  places  by 
him  appointed  and  notified  for  such  purpose.     That  the 
valuer  had  duly  allowed  the  majority  of  the  claims  that 
were  so  made  by  other  parties,  and  that  the  land  occupied 
by  the  respondent  was  included  and  allowed  in  such 
claims.     And  it  was  thereupon  argued,  on  behalf  of  the 
said  appellant,  that  the  land,  so  occupied  and  held  over, 
was  an  encroachment  which,  by  being^  included  in  the 
provisional  order,  must  thereby  be  *'  deemed  to  be  parcel 
of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed,**  and  therefore  such 
as  he  was  empowered  to  recover  under  the  provisions 
of  Stat  15  &  16  Vict  e.  79.  s.  13.     On  the  part  of  the 
respondent,  the  above  facts  were  not  disputed;  but  it  was 
proved,  in  addition  thereto,  that  the  said  piece  of  ground 
had  been  inclosed  for  more  than  twenty  years  next 
preceding  the  day  of  the  first  meeting  for  the  examina- 
tion of  claims,  but  that  the  fences  thereof  were  during 
portions  of  such  time  in  an  imperfect  condition ;  and 
that  it  had  been  so  occupied  by  difierent  persons  not 
claiming  directly  from   each  other,  or  setting  up  any 
special  title  thereto.     And  it  was  thereupon  urged  that 
the  said  inclosure  was  an  ancient  inclosure  under  the 
provisions  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict,  c  118.  5.  52.,  and  therefore 
such  as,  by  sect*  86  of  the  last  named  Act,  the  valuer  was 
not  empowered  to  order  to  be  inclosed  without  the 
consent  in   writing  of  the   person  interested  therein, 
which  said  consent  had  not  been  given. 

The  justices  thereupon  considered  that  the  fact  so 
proved  before  them,  that  the  inclosure  was  an  ancient  one, 
was  a  sufficient  answer  to  the  complaint,  and  that  it  was 
not  necessary  that  any  claim  thereto  should  have  been 
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set  up  before  the  valuer,  but  might  be  pleaded,  not  with-        1860. 
standing,  as  a  justification  for  so  holding  over :  and  that      Cuilcotb 
the  respondent  could  not  be  dispossessed  of  the  said  piece      TouIdon. 
of  ground  without  his  consent  in  writing  first  had  and 
obtained.     And  they  dismissed  the  said  complaint 

The  appellant  thereupon  applied  to  them  to  state  a 
case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court  thereon,  on  the  grounds 
following. 

First :  ITbat  the  acts  of  the  valuer  were  conclusive, 
and  could  not  be  questioned  before  the  justices. 

Secondly :  That  the  said  encroachment,  being  in- 
cluded in  the  map  annexed  to  the  provisional  order  for 
inclosure  by  the  Commissioners,  was  thereby  conclusively 
''deemed  to  be  parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed'' 
widiin  the  meaning  of  stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  79.  s.  13. 

Thirdly :  That,  such  provisional  order  being  conclusive 
as  to  what  land  should  be  **  deemed  to  be  subject  to  be 
inclosed,"  it  was  beyond  the  jurisdiction  of  the  justices 
to  hear  any  evidence  as  to  the  fact  of  its  being  an 
ancient  inclosure,  or  any  evidence  in  relation  to  such 
encroachment,  other  than  was  required  to  prove  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  said  complaint. 

Fourthly:  That,  as  the  encroachment  in  question  was 
included  in  the  map  annexed  to  the  provisional  order, 
the  respondent  was  bound  to  have  delivered  a  claim  in 
writing  to  the  valuer  for  any  "right  or  interest  he  may 
have  had  or  claimed  in  any  land  proposed  to  be 
inclosed,'*  under  sect  17  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  118.,  or 
to  have  appealed  against  the  decision  of  the  valuer 
(appellant),  in  respect  of  such  claims  as  were  delivered 
to,  determined  on,  and  allowed  by,  the  valuer,  under 
sect  48  of  the  last  named  Act 

Fifthly :  That,  the  fences  of  the  said  piece  of  land 
having  been  kept  in  an  imperfect  condition  during  the 
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1860.  twenty  years  next  preceding  the  first  examination  of 
CaiLcoTE  claims^  and  the  said  piece  of  ground  having  been 
YouLDON.  occupied,  during  such  last  mentioned  term,  by  difiTerent 
persons,  not  claiming  directly  from  each  other,  or  setting 
up  any  special  title  thereto,  the  said  piece  of  ground  was 
not,  therefore,  an  ancient  inclosure,  within  the  meaning 
of  sects.  52  and  86  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118. ;  but  an 
**  encroachment "  within  the  meaning  of  sect  50  of  the 
said  Act. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  facts  so 
proved  before  the  justices  were  not  sufficent  to  constitute 
the  piece  of  ground  so  held  over  an  "ancient  inclosure** 
within  the  meaning  of  sect.  52  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  1 18. ; 
or  if  they  should  think  that,  notwithstanding  its  being 
such  ancient  inclosure,  the  respondent  was  nevertheless 
estopped,  for  the  reasons  above  assigned,  frorp  pleading 
the  same  in  answer  to  the  said  complaint,  then  judgment 
was  to  be  for  the  appellant 

J.  D.  Coleridge^  for  the  appellant.  First ;  the  valuer's 
decision,  while  unappealed  against,  was  conclusive,  and 
could  not  be  questioned  before  the  justices,  but  only  by 
appeal  to  the  Inclosure  Commissioners.  Secondly,  the 
land  held  over  by  the  respondent,  being  included  in  the 
map  annexed  to  the  provisional  order  for  inclosure  by 
the  Commissioners,  must  be  conclusively  '*  deemed  to  be 
parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed ''  under  stat 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118.,  within  the  meaning  of  stat  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  79.  s.  13  (a).  Thirdly,  the  justices  were  wrong,  in 
any  event,  in  holding  that' the  facts  shewed  that  the  land 
was  an  ancient  inclosure  within  the  meaning  of  stat. 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118.  s.  52.     As   to  the   first  point,  stat 

(a)  See  that  section  cited,  post,  page  12. 
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8  &  9  Vict  c.  1 18.,  by  sects.  ^5 — 27,  provides  for  the 
application,  by  persons  proposing  to  inclose  land  subject  Chilcote 
to  be  inclosed,  to  the  Inclosnre  Commissioners;  the  Youldon. 
reference  of  the  matters  by  them  to  an  assistant  Com- 
missioner ;  and  the  subsequent  embodiment  by  them  of 
the  conditions  of  the  proposed  inclosure  in  a  provisional 
order.  Sect  33  enacts  that  a  valuer  shall  be  appointed ; 
sect.  34  defines  his  powers  and  duties,  and  sect  35 
enables  him  to  call  in  an  assistant  Commissioner  as 
assessor,  in  matters  of  contested  claims.  [  Wightman  J. 
Do  the  claims  there  mentioned  include  a  disputed 
question  as  to  whether  land  is  an  ancient  inclosure  or 
not  ?  Does  not  that  section  refer  rather  to  claims  as  to 
land  which  it  is  admitted  is  subject  to  be  inclosed  ?] 

Karslake^  contriL     The  section  is  limited  to  contested 
claims  to  lands  subject,  under  sect  11,  to  be  inclosed. 

«7.  Z>.  Coleridge.  At  all  events  the  decision  of  the  valuer 
on  any  claim  is  conclusive.  By  sect  39  the  Com- 
missioners, or  an  assistant  Commisioner,  are  empowered, 
on  the  representation  of  the  valuer,  to  set  out  the 
boundaries  of  parishes  or  manors  in  which  any  land 
proposed  to  be  inclosed  is  situate ;  subject  to  a  right  of 
appeal  to  this  Court,  or  to  an  inquiry  before  a  sheriflTs 
jury.  Sect  44  regulates  the  proceedings  upon  the 
appeaL  By  sects.  46 — 49,  the  valuer  is  required  to  hold 
meetings  and  determine  claims,  in  the  matter  of  an 
inclosure.  By  sect.  50  all  encroachments  within  twenty 
years  *' shall  be  deemed  parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be 
inclosed,  and  shall  be^'  "inclosed  accordingly,"  "  and  in 
case  any  dispute  or  difference  shall  arise  touching  any 
such  encroachments"  "  or  as  to  the  extent  thereof,  such 
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£ipiite  or  diffavDee  dii!l  be  detcnuiied  br  the  ^ 
Sed.  SI  pmfides  that  iDdoBoret  of  twentj  ; 
ii^  afaiD  be  deemed  aDcacnt  indoHBcs;  boi  if  anloer 
hai  dccaded,  ander  sect.  50,  dni  aa  imJuwui  b  not 
ancSent,  the  odI j  mned j  of  a  party  iliianiifcd  vilb  lus 
delenDiBadoo]sbTappeali^iiuilit,iiiideraecl.559t)o  tbe 
CodnniTfBooerB  or  an  aaasunt  Commwsioiier.  Tkesiatiite 
pconts  oat  a  n^golar  coarse  of  prooeediog»  vbidi,  as 

to  be  SoDoved.  Sixb  also  maj  be  ytfifd  to  have 
been  the  opinjon  of  tbe  Lords  Jnsdoea*  vIms  ^  affirming 
tbat  deciaoD  oo  appeal  ib\  eiqvesei  do  dksent  fiom  the 
Vioe  Chaaoellor  s  imDo  dtddeodL  Next,  as  to  the  aeoond 
pouit:stil.l5&16  Ile<.c79.a.  11.  enacts ihafirhen  any 
peison  bj  irfaom  anj  encnnichxnent  or  indoBoie,  of  vhat* 
ever  Taloe,  vlucb,  imder^  Stat.  8  &  9  TieLe.  ll&,'*shall 
be  deemed  to  be  pansel  of  tbe  landai^yect  to  be  indoaed, 
siull  be  actual] J  occapicd,  siuJl  neglect  or  refose  to  cjnit 
and  deliver  i^  poasessaon  of  the  same,  or  any  part 
tbeMoCtotheTaloerarlii^ia  tbemttierof  thei 
within  one  calmdar  month  next  after  die 
of  daims  onder^  stat.  S  &  9  flcL  c  11&,  "  die  ] 
saon  thereof  may  be  T>ccovered  by  soch  ^oer  under  t 
proTiaoDsof^stai.  1  &  S  rict  e.  74.  Uairii^  regard 
tbe  enactments  of  stat.  S  &  9  TieL  c  11&,  it  is  c 
that  land  indodcd  in  tbe  map  annexed  to  the  provisi 
order  of  the  CommissMiners  most,  under  that  Acr 
*<dx!enMHlto  be  pared  of  the  Und  nnbytct  to  be  indc 
[Bhcthurm  J.  l>oes  not  sect.  13  of  stat.  15  ft  16 
r.  79.  lY'fcr  only  to  encroadimenu  made  within  1 
year? ;  whicK  by  sut.  ^  &  9  tlcL  4x  llS.a.  SO,  «*! 
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deemed  parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed*'  ?  i860. 
By  sect  49  of  slat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  118.  the  valuer  is  ex-  Chilcotb~ 
pressly  disabled  from  determining  title  to  land.]  If  the  youLDOH 
valuer  has  decided  wrongly,  his  determination  can  be 
reversed  on  appeal.  [Blackburn  J.  But  must  he  not,  in 
order  to  shew  his  right  to  the  interference  of  the  justices, 
prove  before  them  that  the  land  in  question  was  subject 
to  be  inclosed,  under  sect  50  of  stat.  8  &  9  Vict  c.  118.  ? 
The  proceedings  before  the  justices  are  to  be  under  the 
provisions  of  stat  1  &  2  Vict  c.  74. ;  and  under  that 
Act  a  landlord  seeking  to  recover  possession  of  a  small 
tenement  must  prove  before  the  justices  a  tenancy  and  a 
holding  over  by  the  tenant,  in  order  to  give  the  justices 
jurisdiction.]  Lastly,  assuming  that  the  valuer's  deter- 
mination was  not  conclusive,  it  was  right  upon  the  facts ; 
and  the  justices  were  wrong  in  reversing  it. 

Karslake^  contra.  The  justices  had  jurisdiction  to 
inquire  into  the  matter,  and  they  came  to  a  right  con- 
clusion. Upon  the  finding,  the  piece  of  land  in  question 
must  be  considered  to  be  de  facto  an  ancient  inclosure ; 
and  sect  11  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict  c.  118.,  which  enu- 
merates the  descriptions  of  land  subject  to  be  Inclosed 
under  the  Act,  does  not  comprehend  ancient  inclosures. 
It  cannot  be  said  that  all  land  included  in  the  map 
annexed  to  the  Commissioners*  provisional  order  for 
inclosure  is  thereby  to  be  conclusively  deemed  to  be  land 
subject  to  inclosure:  otherwise,  any  part  of  the  New 
Forest  or  of  the  Forest  of  Dean  might  become  subject 
to  inclosure  if  put  into  such  a  map ;  whereas  sect  13  of 
the  Act  excepts  those  forests  from  its  operation.  The 
facts  in  evidence  before  the  justices  shewed  that  the  land 
in  question  in  the  present  case  was  an  ancient  inclosure 
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1860.  within  sect.  52,  having  been  inclosed  for  more  than 
Chilcotb  twenty  years  before  thefirst  meeting  of  the  Commissioners. 
YouLDOM.  Sect.  50  shews  that  the  only  encroachments  upon  land 
which  are  subject  to  inclosure  are  encroachments  made 
within  twenty  years  of  that  meeting.  By  sect.  86  an- 
cient inclosures  cannot  be  inclosed  without  the  written 
consent  of  the  person  interested  in  them.  Sects.  47, 48, 
55  and  56,  which  relate  to  claims  before  the  valuer  by 
persons  setting  up  some  right  or  interest  in  lands  proposed 
to  be  inclosed ;  the  determination  of  those  claims  by  the 
valuer ;  and  the  appeal  from  him  to  the  Commissioners, 
and  from  the  Commissioners  to  the  Assizes ;  apply  only 
to  claims  relating  to  rights  in  lands  which  the  Com- 
missioners have  power  to  inclose,  and  have  no  bearing 
on  the  claim  of  an  owner  of  land  to  prevent  its  inclosure 
altogether.  By  stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  79.  s.  13.,  the 
valuer  is  empowered  to  recover  possession  of  "any 
encroachment  or  inclosure'*  "  which  under^  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict  c.  118.,  "shall  be  deemed  to  be  parcel  of  the  land 
subject  to  be  inclosed :''  by  which  must  be  meant,  not 
all  encroachments  or  inclosures  that  the  Commissioners 
may  choose  to  insert  in  their  map,  but  such  only  as 
are  subject  to  inclosure  :  such,  that  is,  by  reason  of  sects. 
50  and  52  of  the  first  Act,  as  are  of  less  than  twenty 
years'  standing.  Turner  v.  Blamire  {a)  was  a  motion 
for  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  Commissioners  from 
confirming  the  award  of  their  valuer ;  and  the  injunction 
was  refused,  on  the  ground  that  it  appeared  that  the 
plaintifi^  had  acquiesced  in  the  result  of  the  preliminary 
inquiry  by  an  assistant  Commissioner,  namely,  that  the  land 
in  dispute  was  subject  to  inclosure.  But  the  fact,  proved 
by  the  present  respondent,  that  his  land  is  an  ancient 

(a)  1  Drew,  402. 
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ioclosurc^   shews   that  the  valuer  had   no  jurisdiction        1350. 
whatever  to  inclose  it.  Chilcotb 


Coleridge,  in  reply.  Stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  79.  s.  13. 
authorizes  the  valuer  to  recover  land  which,  under  stat. 
8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118.,  "shall  be  deemed  to  be  parcel  of 
the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed.*'  The  question  is,  by 
whom  must  it  be  so  deemed  ?  Surely,  by  the  Com- 
missioners. Assuming,  therefore,  that  the  Commissioners, 
by  reason  of  sects.  50  and  52  of  the  earlier  Act,  are 
wrong  in  deeming  an  encroachment  of  more  than  twenty 
years'  standing  subject  to  inclosure,  still,  if  they  so  deem 
it,  their  decision  is  conclusive  and  cannot  be  inquired 
into  by  the  justices.  By  sect.  55  of  the  first  Act,  the 
valuer  is  to  make  out  a  schedule  of  the  claims  which  he 
allows,  "after**  he  "shall  have  heard  and  determined  all 
claims  and  objections  which  shall  have  been  made  in  the 
matter  of  an  inclosure'*.  The  proper  course,  therefore, 
for  an  owner  of  land,  who  denies  that  it  is  subject  to 
inclosure,  to  adopt,  is  to  go  before  the  valuer  and  make 
out  the  exemption.  It  is  too  late  to  take  such  an  objection 
after  the  valuer  has  heard  and  determined.  \^Cockhurn 
C.  J.  Can  the  valuer  give  himself  jurisdiction  in  such 
a  case,  by  deciding  the  matter  of  fact,  as  to  the  liability 
of  the  land  to  inclosure,  wrongly  ?]  If  he  has  juris- 
diction to  inquire,  he  has,  also,  jurisdiction  to  determine; 
and  if  bis  determination  is  wrong  the  only  redress  is  by 
an  appeal  under  the  statute.  The  defendant  could  not, 
by  setting  up  a  question  of  title,  oust  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  justices  to  give  the  valuer  possession  of  the 
land  which  the  defendant  was  proved  to  be  holding  over; 
Rees  V.  Davies  (a). 

(fl)  4  a  B,  N.  S.  56. 
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1860.  CocKBUBH  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  oor  jodgment 

Chilootb  sbould  be  for  the  respondent  The  question  is,  whether 
"^ouLDOjr.  *  person  who  has  obtained  a  piece  of  land  by  enaxiach- 
ment  npon  land  subject  to  be  inclosed,  has  a  right  to 
the  possession  and  also  to  the  property  of  and  in  that 
piece  of  land,  when  an  indosure  takes  place ;  or  whether, 
if  he  makes  no  appeal  against  the  decinon  of  the  Com- 
missioners inclosing  his  land,  he  is  bound  by  their  award 
although  the  land  was  not  subject  to  be  dealt  with  by  them 
at  all.  It  appears  to  be  admitted  by  the  appellant  that 
there  is  no  distinction  in  principle  between  this  case 
and  that  of  the  inclosure  of  ordinary  freehold  land 
acquired  by  a  more  legitimate  title  than  encroachment. 
Now,  having  regard  to  stat  8  &  9  Viei.  c  118.,  I  think 
that  all  its  provisions  relating  to  the  inclosure  of  land 
refer  to  land  which  is  not  only  proposed  to  be  but  is 
also  subject  to  be  inclosed.  It  is,  in  fact,  clear  that  the 
Legislature  could  not  have  contemplated  an  interference 
with  land  the  private  property  of  individuals ;  whether 
that  property  be  acquired  by  long  encroachment  or 
otherwise.  The  Act,  by  sect;  11,  sets  out  the  descrip- 
tions of  land  which  are  to  be  subject  to  inclosure.  Then 
follows  a  scheme  for  effecting  the  inclosure.  Parties 
interested  in  land  subject  to  be  inclosed,  and  desirous 
of  its  inclosure,  are  to  apply  to  the  Commissioners,  who 
are  then  to  refer  the  application  to  an  assistant  Com- 
missioner; that  he  may  inquire  into  the  expediency  of 
the  proposed  inclosure,  and  hear  and  consider  what 
has  to  be  said  for,  and  what  objections  can  be  urged 
against  it  I  think  that  the  **  objections"  "  to  the 
proposed  inclosure"  mentioned  in  sect.  25,  do  not  include 
an  objection  that  the  land  is  not  land  subject  to  inclosure ; 
but  are  restricted  to  objections  against  the  general  ezpe- 
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diencj  of  the  ioclosure.  After  the  assistant  Commis-  1860. 
sioner  has  reported,  a  valuer  is  to  be  appointed,  to  hear  Chilcotk 
and  determine  the  claims  of  persons  claiming  any  Yooldon 
common  or  other  right  or  interest  in  anj  land  proposed 
to  be  inclosed;  and,  by  sect  48,  his  order  as  to  ''any 
doubts  or  difficulties" "  respecting  such  claims^  or  any 
differences"  ''between  any  of  the  claimants  touching 
their  respective  claims,  or  the  relative  proportions  of 
their  rights  and  interests,"  is  to  be  final  unless  a  party 
dissatisfied  with  it  appeals  to  the  Commissioners.  Then 
follows,  in  sect.  50,  an  important  enactment  that  '*  en- 
croachments and  inclosures"  "which  shall  have  been 
made  by  any  person,  from  or  upon  any  part  of  the  land 
proposed  to  be  inclosed,  within  twenty  years  next  before 
the  first  meeting  for  the  examination  of  claims  in  the 
matter  of  the  inclosure/'  "shall  be  deemed  parcel  of 
the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed.**  And^  by  sect.  52, 
encroachments  of  twenty  years'  standing  are  to  be 
deemed  ancient  inclosures  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act. 
Sect.  56  18  very  material.  It  gives  a  right  of  appeal  to 
"any  person  claiming  to  be  interested  in  any  land 
proposed  to  be  inclosed,"  from  "  any  determination  of 
the  Commissioners  or  assistant  Commissioner  concern- 
ing any  claim  or  interest  in  or  to  the  land  proposed  to 
be  inclosed  under  the  powers'*  of  the  Act.  To  me,  this 
section  appears  to  be  merely  the  sequel  to  sect  48, 
which  gives  an  appeal  from  the  valuer  to  the  Com- 
missioners.  Sect.  56  gives  the  like  appeal  from  the 
determination  of  the  Commissioners ;  an  appeal,  as  it 
seems  to  me,  founded  upon  the  same  grounds  as  that 
under  sect.  48.  I  do  not  see  how  it  can  apply  to  an 
objection,  such  as  the  present,  that  the  land  is  not 
subject  to  inclosure  at  all ;  raised  by  a  person  who  has 
VOL.  in.  c  B.  &  B. 
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J860.  nerer  made  any  claim  or  objection  at  all  before  the 
"TjaiLooTi"  ▼aluer,  and  has  never  appealed  from  him  to  the  Com- 
YooLDOJi.  niiw'oners.  There  is  no  provision  in  the  Act  giving 
such  a  person  anj  appeal  at  all.  The  whole  scope  of 
the  Act  is  to  confer  powers  for  inclosing  land  subject  to 
be  inclosed;  and  nothing  short  of  a  very  express 
enactment  would  justify  us  in  holding  that  it  gives  the 
Commissioners  jurisdiction  to  decide  questions  of  title, 
and  of  the  private  right  to  their  property  of  the  owners  of 
land  not  so  subject  The  Legislature  has  not  empowered 
the  Commissioners  to  finally  decide  whether  an  en- 
croachment is  of  twenty  years'  standing  or  of  less.  If  it 
is  of  twenty  years'  standing,  the  Commissioners  cannot 
bind  the  person  whose  land  it  is,  by  finding,  contrary 
to  the  fact,  that  it  is  of  less. 

WiORTNAN  J.  This  question  arises  on  a  proceeding 
under  stat.  15  &  16  Tlcf.  c  19.  s.  13.,  by  which  the  appel- 
lant, the  valuer,  sought  before  justices  to  recover  possesaon 
of  an  encroachment  upon  land  subject  to  be  inclosed,  and 
which  was  occupied  and  held  over  by  the  respondent, 
in  the  same  manner  as  is  provided  by  stat.  1  &  2  Vkt 
c.  74.  fi>r  the  recovery  of  the  possession  of  small  tene- 
ments from  tenants.  The  valuer  contended  that  the 
encroachment  in  question  was  to  **be  deemed  to  be 
parcel  of  the  land  sobjcct  to  be  inclosed*  under  stat. 
8^9  I  N^.  c.  118.:  and  the  justices  entered  into  the 
prtliminary  inquiry  whether  it  was  properly  so  deemed: 
whether,  that  i$>  it  in  fiict  was  parcel  of  such  land.  I 
think  that  the  justices  had  Ml  right  to  institute  that 
inquiry.  It  is  saiil,  by  the  appellant,  that  the  question 
rf  |>arcf  I  or  no  p&rc^ri  had  been  conclusively  determined 
alrNidT»  bv  the  inscrti«>n  of  the  encraachment  in  the 
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map  of  the  inclosure,  as  parcel  of  the  land  to  be  i860, 
inclosed ;  no  objection  to  or  appeal  against  such  in-  chilcote 
Bertion  having  been  made  bj  the  respondent  at  any  ^  ^'  on 
time  before  the  map  appeared.  This  brings  us  to 
consider  the  provisions  of  stat  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118.  In 
80  doing,  we  must  take  the  fact  to  be  found  that  this 
encroachment  was  of  more  than  twenty  years'  standing 
before  the  Commissioners'  first  meeting;  and  that  it 
therefore  is,  by  reason  of  sect.  52,  to  be  deemed  and 
taken  to  be  an  ancient  inclosure.  [His  Lordship  read 
the  section.]  From  that  section  it  would  seem  that  the 
encroachment  was  not  land  subject  to  be  inclosed.  Sect. 
47,  which  relates  to  claims  to  be  sent  in  to  the  valuer, 
applies  only  to  claims  of  right  in  alieno  solo.  Mr. 
Crf^ruf^e  appears  to  admit  that ;  but  to  contend  that  the 
respondent  ought  to  have  taken  his  objection  before  the 
Talaer,  obtained  his  determination  upon  it,  and  had  the 
matter  reheard  by  the  Commissioners  or  an  assistant 
Commissioner,  under  sect.  55.  Sect.  49,  however,  pro- 
vides that  nothing  in  the  Act  *' shall  extend  to  enable 
the  valuer,  or  the  Commissioners,  or  any  assistant 
Commissioner,  to  determine  the  title  of  any  lands,  or 
to  determine  any  right  between  any  parties  contrary  to 
the  actual  possession  of  any  such  party  (except  in  cases 
of  encroachment  as  hereinafter  mentioned  ).**  In  the 
coarse  of  the  argument  I  was  struck  with  the  necessity 
of  ascertaining  to  what  the  exception  there  mentioned 
applies ;  and  I  think  that  it  applies  to  cases  of  encroach- 
ment the  title  to  which  depends  upon  lapse  of  time ; 
and  that  it  is  confined  to  encroachments  falling  under 
sect.  50,  as  being  of  less  than  twenty  years'  standing,  and 
not  to  those  falling  under  sect.  52.  No  doubt  the  valuer 
may  deal  with  any  part  of  an  encroachment  which  is  proved 
c  2 
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the  operation  of  sect.  50.     There  is  nothing  to  shew  that        i860, 
the  Commissioners  may  conclusively  give   themselves      Chilcotb 
jurisdiction  by  finding,   contrary  to  the  fact,   that   an      yopL,>oj, 
encroachment  is  of  less  than  twenty  years'  standing. 
That  being  so,  I  think  that  the  justices  have  power,  at 
the  hearing  of  an  application  to  them  by  the  valuer, 
under  stat  15  &  16    Vict  c.  79.  s.  13.,  to  determine 
the  fact  which  settles  whether  or  not  the  encroachment, 
possession  of  which  he  seeks  to  recover,  is  to  be  deemed 
to  be  parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  inclosed ;  the  fact, 
namely,  whether  or  not  the  encroachment  took  place 
within  the  last  twenty  years.     Then  arises  the  question 
whether  they  were  precluded  firom  determining  in  favour 
of  the  respondent  by  the  circumstance  that  the  eocroach- 
ment  in  dispute  was  inserted  in  the  Commissioners'  map 
of  the  lands  to  be  inclosed.     But,  as  I  have  already  said, 
however  desirable  it  might  have  been  to  make  the  Com- 
missioners* decision  conclusive,  I  find  no  power  given 
to  them  by  the  Act  finally  to  determine  such  a  matter ; 
and  such  a  power  could  only  be  given  them  by  express 
enactment. 

Judgment  for  the  respondent. 
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Friday, 
Junt  Ist. 


The  property 
in  the  halves 
of  bank  notes, 
sent  in  pay- 
ment of  a  debt 
due  to  the 
receirer  firom 
a  third  person, 
with  an  in- 
tention on  the 
part  of  both 
sender  and 
receiver  that 
the  other 
halves  are  to 
follow,  remains 
in  the  sender 
until  he  sends 
the  second 
halves;  the 
payment 
being,  until 
then,  inchoate 
and  condi- 
tional.  It  is 
therefore  open 
to  the  sender, 
at  any  time 
before  sending 
the  second 
halves,  to  dis- 
affirm the 
transaction 
and  redemand 
the  first  h^ves 
from  the  re- 
ceiver ;  who  is 
liable  to  an 
action  for 
refusing  to 
return  them. 


Smith  against  Mundt. 

Q  FECIAL  case  stated,  after  writ  issued  and  without 
pleadings,  by  consent  and  bj  order  of  Blackburn  J. 

The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff  against  the 
defendant  for  the  non-return  by  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  of  the  half  parts  of  two  Bank  of  England  notes 
of  the  plaintiff,  one  for  20/.,  and  the  other  for  10£, 
which  had  been  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to  and  received 
by  the  defendant,  and  which  the  plaintiff  alleged  the 
defendant  was  bound  to  redeliver  to  the  plaintiff  on 
request,  which  was  made;  and  also  for  the  wrongful 
conversion  by  the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff*s  said  half 
parts  of  the  said  two  Bank  of  England  notes;  and  also 
for  the  detention  from  the  plaintiff  of  his  said  half  parts 
of  the  said  two  notes. 

On  12th  August^  1859,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  one  George  fVilliams,  of  Esperanza, 
Torquay^  in  the  county  of  Devon,  for  entering  into  a 
partnership  with  the  said  G.  Williams,  in  regard  to  cer- 
tain furnbhed  houses  at  Torquay,  of  which  the  said  G. 
Williams  was  possessed.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the 
agreement^ 

^*  Esperanza,  Torquay,  South  Devon. 

**  Memorandum  of  agreement  made  this  12th  day  of 
August,  1859,  between  George  Williams,  of  Esperanza, 
Torquay,  South  Devon,  on  the  one  part,  and  George 
Smith,  of  124,  Great  Dover  Road,  London,  on  the  other 
part ;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  house  Esperanza  is  under 
lease  to  the  above  named  George  Williams  for  a  term  of 
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7,  14,  and  21  years,  at  a  rental  of  91/.  per  annum;  so        1860. 
likewise  is  the  house  Albyn  Lod(fe^  at  a  rental  of  90/.  per        '^^i^ 
annum;  so  likewise  is  the  bouse  called  Camioum^,  at       Mumly. 
the  rental  of  130/.  yearly.      The  said  George  Williams 
assures  George  Smith  that  his  liabilities  for  furnishing  the 
said  houses  do  not  exceed  700/.,  their  original  cost  being 
1000/. ;  that  the  said  George  Williams  agrees  to  accept 
of  the  said  George  Smith  as  a  partner,  to  share  equally 
the  profits  and  liabilities  in  connection  with  the  said 
houses,  on  condition  of  his  paying  into  a  bank,  at  TVir- 
quay  or  elsewhere,  to  the  joint  credit  of  the  above  named 
partners,  the  sura  of  500/.     This  paper  to  be  binding  on 
each  until  a  deed  of  partnership  is  executed. 

*^  George  Williams. 
"  George  Smith."* 

"Witness,  Alice  Williams.'* 

The  sum  of  500/.  has  never  been  paid  by  the  said 
George  Smith  into  any  bank,  at  Torquay  or  elsewhere, 
to  the  joint  credit  or  otherwise.  At  the  time  of  the 
making  of  the  said  agreement  Williams  represented  to 
the  plaintiff  that  he  w&s  under  certain  liabilities,  and 
owed  certain  debts  in  respect  to  the  furnishing  of  the 
said  houses;  and  that,  amongst  others,  he  owed  the 
defendant,  who  was  a  china,  and  glass  merchant  at 
Bristol^  35L  for  china  and  glass  which  had  been  supplied 
by  the  defendant  to  Williams  for  furnishing  the  said 
houses.  On  17th  August,  1859,  the  plaintiff  wrote, 
addressed  and  sent  by  post  to  the  defendant  a  letter  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

« 124,  Great  Dover  Road. 

«  S.E.  London,  Aug.  \7, 1859. 
"Mr.  Thos.  G.  Mundy. 

*•  Sir.     I  presume  Mr.  George  Williams,  of  Esperanxa, 


HuHiyr. 
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I860.         Torquay,  has  informed  you  of  my  having  joined  him  in 
— g^j^^ —   his  line  of  business,  and  that  the  debts  contracted  after 
"'  this  date  will  be  in  the  joint  names  of  Williams  and 

Smith,  I  enclose  you  half-notes  for  35L,  and  in  ac- 
knowledging the  same  please  forward  me  a  statement  of 
the  full  amount  due  to  you  by  Mr.  WUUams^  and  oblige 

"Your  obedient  Servant, 

« George  SmiHu" 
««P.S. — I  find  I  have  not  a  5/.  note,  but  will  enclose 
it  in  next. 

« No.  80,230,  March  20,  1859     .         .     £20 
« Na  85,543,  June  20,  1859         .         .        10 

£30.'' 
The  half  notes  for  30/.,  referred  to  in  the  above  letter, 
were  the  halves  of  two  Bank  of  England  notes,  and  the 
same  were  inclosed  in  the  said  letter  and  sent  therein  by 
post  to  the  defendant.  The  numbers  and  description  of 
the  halves  of  the  said  two  notes  so  enclosed  and  sent  in 
the  said  letter  to  the  defendant  were  and  are  as  follows. 
No.  80,730,  dated  20th  March,  1859,  for  201',  also^ 
No.  85,543,  dated  20th  June,  1859,  for  lOiL 

The  above  mentioned  letter,  and  the  said  halves  of  the 
said  two  Bank  of  England  notes  inclosed  therein,  were 
duly  received  by  the  defendant.  They  were  sent  to  the 
defendant  with  the  sanction  and  authority  of  the  said 
George  Williams.  The  said  notes  were  the  notes  of  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  sending  the  same ;  and  at  that 
time,  and  at  the  time  of  the  receipt  by  the  defendant  of 
the  halves  of  the  said  two  notes,  the  plaintiff  was  under 
no  other  contract  or  liability  than  that,  if  any,  shewn  by 
the  said  agreement,  together  with  the  facts  above  stated, 
to  send  the  same ;  nor  was  the  plaintiff  under  any  obli- 
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gation,  except  as  aforesaid^  to  pay  the  defendant  the  said  i860, 
debt  so  due  to  him  from  the  said  G.  fftlliams,  or  anj  Smith 
part  thereof.     On  18th  August,  1859,  the  defendant,  on  ^• 

receipt  of  the  said  letter,  wrote  and,  paying  the  postage, 
sent  by  post  to  the  plaintiff,  who  in  due  course  received 
from  him,  a  letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

*' August  18  th,  1859. 

**  Sir.  I  am  in  receipt  of  your  favour  enclosing  the 
first  half  of  a  twenty  and  a  ten  pound  note,  and  on 
receipt  of  the  second  halves  will  send  a  stamped  acknow- 
ledgment. According  to  your  request,  I  herewith  enclose 
a  statement  of  account  due  from  Mr.  Williams  for  goods 
sent :  also  the  amount,  as  near  as  I  can  at  present  give, 
of  the  goods  which  are  selected  to  be  sent  for  the  new 
house.  '*  I  am.  Sir,  yours,  &c., 

'«  Thos.  G.  Mundy. 

**  Amount  of  account  against  Mr.  Williams  £29. 8^.  Zd. 

^The  amount  of  goods  selected  for  the  new  house 
amounts  to  from  55iL  to  60/." 

None  of  such  goods  mentioned  in  such  letter,  except- 
ing the  29L  8«.  Zd.,  which  had  been  supplied  previously 
to  the  said  agreement,  were  supplied  to  the  said  George 
WUliams  or  to  the  plaintiff. 

On  19th  August^  1859,  the  plaintiff  wrote,  addressed 
and  sent  by  post  to  the  defendant,  who  duly  received,  a 
letter  of  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

«  Mr.  T.  G.  Mundy, 
**  124,  Great  Dover  Boad^^SJL,  London,  Aug.  18, 1859. 

**  Sir, — I  beg  to  request  that  no  goods  be  debited  to 
me,  or  use  made  of  half  notes  I  sent  to  you,  until  you 
again  hear  from  me. 

"  Your  obedient  Servant, 

'•  George  Smith.*' 
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Torqh         ^^m  fAmd  to  in  the  last  letter  were  the 
his  li'     ^j^md  tmo  Bank  oi England  notes  sent  by  the 
this  o  ^^TT^i^  iccffivcd  by  the  defendant  as  hereinbefore 

^""^  ^^i  Ay«i#,  1869,  the  plaintiff  wrote,  addressed 
^"^      j^HtlffP^  ^  *^*  defendant,  who  duly  received  the 
^^  t  lacnf»  ^  which  the  following  is  a  copy. 

^*  r.  G.Mmdy. 

^  «  London,  August  22,  1859. 

i*        iftjb*.    In  consequence  of  having  withdrawn  from  any 
^minhip  with  Mr.  IViUiamfy  of  Torquay^  I  request 
ilpiatam  of  the  half  notes  I  sent  to  you  on  the  17th 
jg^moi,  for  30A  '<  And  oblige,  Yours,  &c., 

« No.  80,730    .     £20  '^  George  Smith. 

85,543     .     £10 

£30/' 

At  this  time  the  defendant  had  no  knowledge  that  the 
•aid  agreement  of  12ih  August^  1859,  subsisted  between 
the  plaintiflp  and  the  said  George  Williams,  The  half 
notes  referred  to  in  the  last  letter  were  the  halves  of  the 
■aid  two  Bank  of  England  notes  sent  by  the  plaintiff  to 
and  received  by  the  defendant  as  hereinbefore  mentioned. 

On  21  St  December,  1859,  one  Henry  Gribble,  being 
the  plaintiff's  agent  and  duly  authorized  by  the  plaintiff 
so  to  do,  verbally  demanded  of  the  defendant,  and  re- 
quired the  defendant  to  deliver  to  him,  for  the  plaintifi^ 
the  said  halves  of  the  said  two  Bank  of  England  notes. 
The  defendant  on  that  occasion  refused,  and  has  ever 
since  refused,  to  deliver  the  said  halves  of  the  said  two 
notes  either  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  his  said  agent,  and  the 
defendant  claims  a  right  to  retain  the  same. 

The  said  Henry  Gribble,  at  the  time  he  made  the 


▼. 
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aforesaid  demand^  also  senred  the  defendant  with  a  i860, 
written  demand,  duly  signed  by  the  plaintiff.  The  smitu 
defendant  has  refused  to  comply  with  such  written  notice 
and  demand,  and  still  retains  and  claims  a  right  to  retain 
the  said  halves  of  the  said  two  notes. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
Whether  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  the  said  halves  of  the  said  two  Bank  of 
England  notes,  or  their  value. 

Macnamara,  for  the  plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  is  entitled 
to  recover.  The  case  is  one  of  the  first  impression :  but, 
on  principle,  the  plaintiff's  right  is  clear.  Nothing  has 
taken  place  between  him  and  the  defendant  which  can 
operate  to  divest  the  plaintiff  of  the  property  in  the 
half  notes  sent  to  the  defendant.  The  sending  them 
was  not  payment  of  the  debt  due  from  Williams^  but 
only  a  step  towards  payment.  It  was  an  inchoate  and 
incomplete  act.  The  defendant  himself  treats  it  as 
such,  in  his  letter  of  18th  Augrut^  1859,  by  which,  afler 
acknowledging  the  receipt  of  the  half  notes,  he  states 
that  he  will  send  a  stamped  acknowledgment  on  receipt 
of  the  second  halves.  Williams^  if  sued  by  the  defendant 
for  the  original  debt,  could  not  have  made  out  a  plea  of 
payment  by  proof  that  the  half  notes  had  been  sent  by 
the  present  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  account  of  it; 
nor  could  the  defendant  sue  the  plaintiff  for  not  sending 
the  second  halves.  Again,  it  is  clear  that  there  was  no 
gifl  of  the  half  notes  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant ; 
nor  was  there  any  contract  between  them,  or  any  con- 
sideration for  the  passing  of  the  property  in  the  halt- 
notes  to  the  defendant.  The  transaction  amounted  to 
no  more  than  a  conditional  delivery  of  the  first  halves; 
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I860.  it  is  as  though  the  plaintiff  had  said  to  the  defendant. 
Smith  "  I  intend  these  halves  to  be  jours,  when  and  provided 
HoMDT.  ^^^^  ^  ^^^  y^^  ^^  others,  and  you  accept  them  in 
payment"  There  is  no  such  thing  in  law  as  a  qualified 
or  partial  passing  of  the  property  in  a  thing :  it  must 
either  pass  altogether  or  not  at  all.  Tried  by  this  test, 
the  property  in  the  half  notes  sent  remained  in  the 
plaintiff.  If  the  whole  debt  due  to  the  defendant  had 
been  afterwards  paid  in  cash,  the  plaintiff  could,  clearly, 
have  recovered  back  the  half  notes.  Hough  v.  May  {a) 
decides  that  there  cannot  be  a  conditional  payment. 
The  defendant  in  that  case  relied,  in  support  of  a  plea 
of  payment  to,  and  acceptance  of  the  sum  paid  in  satis- 
faction by,  the  plaintiffs,  on  a  cheque  which  he  had  sent 
to  them,  which,  in  the  body  of  it,  was  stated  to  be  for 
<*  balance  account  ;*'  but  the  Court  held  that,  to  make 
the  delivery  of  the  cheque  a  payment,  it  should  at  least 
be  unconditional.  Littkdale  J.,  in  giving  judgment, 
said,  *^  The  case  would  be  different,  if  the  plaintiffs  had 
received  the  cheque  as  money ;  but  all  that  appears  is, 
that  it  was  sent  to  them  by  the  defendant.  They  say, 
<  we  never  authorized  the  sending  of  this  cheque  to  us, 
and  we  shall  commence  an  action.*  Perhaps  a  party 
ought,  under  such  circumstances,  to  send  the  cheque 
back :  but  here  the  plaintifls  offer  to  do  so ;  and  they 
were  not  bound  to  suspend  the  commencement  of  the 
action  till  they  had  returned  the  cheque.  Again,  I  rather 
think  that  the  condition  inserted  in  the  cheque  might 
be  evidence  against  the  plaintifls,  if  they  presented  it** 
These  dicta  tend  to  shew  that,  in  the  present  case,  the 
property  in  the  notes  would  not  have  passed  to  the 

(a)  4A,^E.  954. 
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defendant  till  he  had  accepted  them  as  payment,  even  1860. 
had  the  plaintiff  sent  the  whole  notes  to  him.  If  one  sjhth 
party  to  a  pending  contract  sends  the  other,  in  the  course  -^  ^'^ 
of  the  negotiation,  a  document  intended  as  a  means 
of  carrying  out  the  contract,  the  right  to  the  document 
reverts  to  the  sender  if  the  contract  goes  off.  Roberts 
V.  fVyatt{a)  so  decides;  it  being  there  held  that,  upon 
a  contract  for  the  sale  of  an  estate,  the  title  and  abstract 
to  be  made  at  the  vendor's  expense,  the  purchaser  is 
entitled  to  the  custody  of  the  abstract  until  either  the 
purchase  is  finally  rescinded  by  consent,  or  declared 
impracticable  by  a  Court  of  equity ;  but  that,  when  the 
contract  is  determined,  the  abstract  becomes  the  pro- 
perty of  the  vendor.  In  that  case  the  contract  was  still 
open,  and  therefore  the  plaintiff,  the  purchaser,  was  held 
entitled  to  recover,  in  trover,  the  abstract  originally  sent 
to  him  by  the  defendant,  the  vendor's  solicitor,  returned, 
with  numerous  queries,  by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant, 
and  which  the  defendant  refused  to  redeliver,  on  the 
ground  that  he  could  not  clear  up  the  plaintiff's  objec« 
tions.  Sir  James  Mans/ield  C.  J.,  however,  in  giving 
judgment,  said,  '^  It  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff  had,  not  a 
special,  but  a  temporary  property  in  the  abstract,  that  is, 
till  the  contract  is  disposed  of;  and  then,  I  think,  it 
reverts  to  the  vendor."  So,  in  the  present  case,  as  soon 
as  his  contract  with  Williams  was  at  an  end,  the  plain- 
tiff became  absolutely  entitled  to  the  half  notes  in  the 
defendant's  possession.  To  the  same  effect  is  Esdaile  v. 
Oxenham{b);  where  the  plaintiff,  an  intending  pur- 
chaser of  an  estate,  was  held  entitled,  after  abandoning 
the  contract  of  purchase,  to  recover  in  trover  from  the 

(a)  2  Taunt.  268.  275.  (*)  3B.^C.  225. 
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cadded  to  keep  tbe  baUHMHes.  Fint,  upon  die  fiKU  as 
I  tbe  case,  tbere  wae  a  good  and  hiodiiqr  cxMiUati 
ibe  parties  abicsi  bas  been  n  part  peifarased. 
Seooodlj,  tbe  pbdntii^  vben  be  sent  tbe  balf  notes, 
to  part  viib  tbe  ptapatj  in  tbeni,  and  tbe 
acjoc'pted  tbea  mjoaodidooaDr,  Tbirdhr,  tbe 
ai  m  effect  a  pa jBwot  br  WiBkmu,  tbnMi|rh 
tbe  piauitxff  as  bis  a^ent,  of  tbe  debt  doe  fixna  WliSmmM 
totbedcfieodanL  Tbe  pbdotiff  sent  tbe  batf  notes  vitb 
tbat  object,  and  vitb  tbe  saDCtioD  of  Wtfiiaau,  oi  a  doie 
vbeo  tbeae  vas  a  wibBsrii^  jf:reefDent  far  a  partnerdiip 
baouji  bim  and  fnUicmu.  Tht  fint  bahcs  were  «it 
is  pajmeiit ;  and  bo  «itber  ooo£tioii  inas  attocbed  to  tbe 
pajflKottban  tbat  dtedefieodant  dioiddaocxpt  tbeotber 
balvei  ID  oooipledoo  of  iu  [ir^Ateaa  J.  Can  tbe 
defipndant  aae  WiBimMn  on  tbe  groond  tbat  tbe  seoood 
balvei  vere  not  sent?]  WiBimmu  imdd  probidilj  be 
fidde  to  tbe  defendant,  on  tbat  groond,  in  noaK  farm  of 
action.  But  tbat  is  not  a  pn^r  test  of  tbe  defendant^ 
rigjbt  to  letun  tbe  fint  balves^  as  ifiainst  tbe  pbmitiff. 
Tbe  defendant  is  endtled  to  do  90»  barii^  aooepted  tbeoi 
nnronditWwally.  Tbe  fact,  relied  on  bj  tbe  otber  ade, 
tbat  tbe  defendant,  in  bis  letter  of  18th  Aagmst,  1859, 
to  Knd  a  stamped  lecnpt  in  acknowledgment 
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of  the  second  halveSy  when  he  gets  them,  does  not  shew  i860, 
that  he  had  not  finally  accepted  the  first  halves.  [Cock*  SMira 
ham  C.  J.  Suppose  that  the  plaintiff,  after  sending  the  ^u]^'dt. 
first  halves,  had  lost  the  others,  could  he  not  have  told 
the  defendant  of  the  loss,  and  offered  him  thirty  sove- 
reigns instead  of  the  remaining  half  notes?  And  could 
the  defendant  then  have  refused  such  an  offer,  and  sued 
the  plaintiff  for  not  delivering  the  other  halves?  Blacks 
hwm  J.  Can  you  suppose  that  the  parties  intended  or 
contemplated  that  the  defendant  should  possibly  become 
the  owner  of  worthless  half  notes  ?]  The  Bank  of  £it^« 
land,  if  satisfied  of  the  loss  of  the  remaining  halves,  would 
pay  the  notes.  Suppose,  on  the  other  hand,  that,  instead 
of  half  notes,  the  plaintiff  had  sent  the  defendant  half  of 
a  five  sovereign  piece :  surely  the  defendant  would  have 
been  entitled  to  retain  that  piece.  The  intention  of  the 
parties  can  hardly  be  an  element  in  the  discussion; 
events  having  happened  which  were  not  in  their  contem- 
plation. The  question  is,  what  is  the  effect,  in  law,  of 
what  has  been  done?  \^Blachbum  J.  Then  you  must 
contend  that  there  is  something  in  law  by  which  the 
property  would  pass,  irrespective  of  the  intention.]  If 
anything  turns  upon  the  intention,  it  is  evident  that  the 
plaintiff,  when  he  sent  the  first  halves,  never  thought  of 
having  them  back.  [Wightman  J.  He  never  intended 
that  those  halves,  alone,  should  be  kept  by  the  defend- 
ant.] The  act  of  sending  them  almost  amounted  to  a 
gift. 

Maenamara  was  not  called  upon  to  reply. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.     I  think  that  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  plaintiff.     The  case  is  novel  and  somewhat 
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I860.  curious;  but  when  the  question  is  closely  looked  into  all 
^^„^  difficulties  disappear.  It  seems  that  the  plaintiflf,  having 
entered  into  a  contract  for  a  partnership  with  Williams^ 
agreed  with  him  to  discharge  the  debt  which  he  owed  to 
the  defendant;  and  the  plaintiff  accordingly  sent  the  two 
half  Bank  notes  to  the  defendant.  The  arrangement 
with  WWiams  for  the  partnership  having  gone  ofl;  the 
plaintiff  declinies  to  send  the  remiuning  halves,  and  calls 
on  the  defendant  to  return  those  already  sent  The 
defendant  refuses,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiff  has 
parted  with  the  property  in  those  halves;  and  the 
question  is,  whether  the  plaintiff  has  in  fact  done  so. 
This  depends  upon  what  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties^  respectively,  in  sending  and  in  receiving  the  half 
notes.  Now  I  think  that  the  intention  of  the  plaintiff 
was  to  liquidate  WiUiams^s  debt  to  the  defendant,  and 
that  he  parted  with  the  half  notes  only  in  a  manner 
co-extensive  with  that  purpose.  By  sending  the  half 
notes  he  did  not  extinguish  WiUiams^B  liability.  The 
case  would  have  presented  a  different  aspect  had  the 
defendant,  on  receiving  the  half  notes,  agfeed  to  exonerate 
Williams  altogether,  and  to  look  only  to  the  plaintiff. 
But  in  the  actual  state  of  facts  there  is  nothing  to  prevent 
the  defendant  fix>m  proceeding  against  WilUamSy  and  treat- 
ing the  defendant's  acceptance  of  the  half  notes  as  a  mere 
inchoate  and  conditional  payment,  to  be  completed  only 
on  the  arrival  of  the  other  halves.  Indeed,  he  guards 
himself  against  being  supposed  to  treat  the  first  halves  as 
payment,  by  writing  to  the  plaintiff  and  promising  to  send 
a  stamped  acknowledgment  on  receiving  the  second 
halves.  Nor  can  the  plaintiff  have  intended  that  William$ 
should  be  relieved  from  liability  to  the  defendant  till  the 
second  halves  had  been  sent.  It  appears  to  me,  therefore. 
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that  the  transfer  of  the  first  halves  to  the  defendant  was  jg^Q^ 
intended  by  both  parties  to  be  inchoate,  not  complete ;  surm 
and  not  so  to  vest  the  property  in  them  in  the  defend- 
anty  that  he  could,  under  any  circumstances,  insist  upon 
keeping  them  and  refuse  to  redeliver  them  to  the 
plainti£ 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  no  absolute 
property  in  the  half  notes  passed  to  the  defendant. 
Neither  the  plaintiff  or  the  defendant  intended  that 
they  should  be  treated  as  payment,  or  half-payment,  of 
WiOiams^s  debt  As  long  as  it  remained  doubtful  whether 
the  defendant  would  receive  the  remaining  halves,  the 
defendant  might  have  brought  an  action  against  Williami 
for  the  debt,  in  which  a  plea  of  payment  could  not  have 
been  supported.  It  seems  to  me,  therefore,  that  the 
absolute  right  to  the  first  halves  never  passed  firom  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendant. 

(Cromjpton  J.  was  absent.) 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Till  the 
payment  should  be  complete,  the  half  notes  sent  to  the 
defendant  remained  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  It 
dearly  was  not  the  intention  of  either  party  that  each 
of  them  should  have  the  property  in  the  halves  in  his 
possession.  The  circumstance  that  the  notes  were  cu£ 
into  halves  may  be  regarded  as  a  mere  accident.  Suppose 
that  the  plaintiff  had  held  out  a  whole  note  to  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  defendant  had  taken  hold  of  it, 
Ae  property  in  it  would  not  have  passed  to  the  defen- 
dant until  the  plaintiff  had  entirely  relinquished  his 
Wd.    So  long  as  the  plaintiff  retained  a  partial  control 
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over  the  note,  he  would  have  been  at  liberty  to  change 
his  mind  and  refuse  to  hand  it  completely  over  to  the 
defendant  So,  in  the  present  case,  there  could  be  no 
change  in  the  property  in  the  notes  till  both  halves  had 
come  into  the  defendant's  possession. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff* 


ThirtdM       In  the  matter  of  Francis  Blake,  Gentleman, 


one  &c. 

/^ARTH  hnd  obtained  a  rule  on  behalf  of  The  Incor- 
porated Law  Societyy  calling  upon  Francis  Blake,  an 
attorney  of  this  Court,  to  shew  cause  why  he  should  not 
be  stnick  off  the  roll  of  attorneys  of  this  Court,  or  why 
he  should  not  answer  the  matters  charged  in  the  affidavits. 
The  matter  was  referred  to  the  Master,  to  examine 
into  and  report  on  the  charges  allied  against  Blake* 
The  Master  reported  that  the  chai^ges  resolved  themselves 
into  three  cases,  in  two  of  which  the  motion  was  not 
pressed,  and  they  are  therefore  here  omitted.  In  the 
third,  which  may  be  called  Beevirss  case,  as  to  which 
the  Court  was  prayed  to  make  the  rule  absolute,  the 
Master  s  report  was  as  follows : — 

which  they 

may,  from  its  nature,  fairly  be  presumed  to  hare  been  employed  in  conseqnence  of  their 

professional  character. 

B.  lent  money  to  an  attorney,  whom  he  had  preyiously  known  and  employed  as  soch, 
on  the  security  of  the  attome^*s  promissory  note  for  the  amount,  and  of  the  deposit  by 
the  attorney  of  a  deed  of  assignment  to  him  of  a  mortjeage  on  an  estate  in  heUmd,  by 
which  a  greater  amount  than  B*s  loan  was  secured  to  the  attorney.  The  estate  getting 
into  the  Iri»h  Encumbered  Estates  Court,  the  attorney  borrowed  the  deed  of  B,  ftw  the 
purpose,  as  he  alleged  to  B^  of  supporting  his  claim  in  that  Court,  but  in  reality  in  order 
to  obtain  from  that  Court  payment  of  the  amount  secured  to  him  by  tfie  deed.  Having, 
by  production  of  the  deed  to  the  Court,  established  his  right  to  that  payment,  he  returned 
the  deed  to  B.,  and  afterwards  reccired  out  of  Court  the  whole  of  the  amount  which  he 
claimed.  He  never  informed  B.  of  this,  but  appropriated  the  whole  amount  to  his  own 
purposes,  and  continued  for  several  years  afterwards  to  pay  B.  interest  on  his  loan.  He 
then  became  insolvent  and  B,  in  consequence  lost  the  whole  of  the  money  advanced  by  him. 

Upon  these  facts  the  Court,  holding  that  the  attorney  had  been  guilty  of  gross  mia- 
conduct,  suspended  him  from  practising  for  two  years. 


The  summary 
juriadiction  of 
the  Court  over 
its  attorneys 
is  not  limited 
to  cases  in 
which  they 
have  been 
guihy  of  mis- 
conduct such 
as  amounts  to 
an  indictable 
offence,  or 
arifes  in  the 
ordinary 
course  of  their 
professional 
practice;  but 
extends  to 
an  eases  of 
gross  miscon- 
duct, on  their 
part,  in  any 
matter  in 
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^In  this  case  the  acquaintance  between  the  parties        i860. 

commenced  as   long  back  as   1830,  Beevirs's    brother         J^ 

having  been  at  first  servant  and  afterwards  farm-bailiff       Blakb. 

to  Blake^  on  his  property  at  Richmanstcorth.     In  Aprif^ 

1846,  Beevirsy  while  on  a  visit  to  his  brother  at  Rkk- 

manswortk^  mentioned  to  Blake  that  he  bad  some  spare 

money  at  his  disposal.     In  consequence  of  what  then 

passed,  he  called  at  Blake's  oflSce  on  7th  April,  and 

banded  to  him  1000/.,  and  received  as  security  Blake's 

promissory  note  for  1000/.,  and,  as  an  equitable  deposit, 

a  deed  of  assignment  to  Blake  by  George  Gordon  Smith, 

of  a  share,  amounting  to  8125/.,  of  a  large  mortgage  on 

estates  in  Ireland,  as  a  security  to  Blake  for  a  sum  not 

exceeding  2000/.     It  is  not  clear  whether  the  deed  was 

fleposited  with  Beevirs  as  security  for  the  whole  lOOOil, 

or  only  for  700/. ;   probably  the  latter  sum.     Beevirs 

states   that,  up  to  this  time,  Blake  had  acted   as  his 

solicitor,  and  that  he  had  no  other  legal  adviser ;  but 

admits  that,  about  a  week  after  the  loan,  he  consulted 

Mr.  Fitch,  a  solicitor,  who  told  him  the  security  was  good. 

Blake  admits  he  was  so  employed  by   Beevirs  as  his 

solicitor,  but  that  he  was  so  employed  only  on  two  or 

three  occasions  during  the  whole  of  the  acquaintance, 

ind  this  is  not  contradicted.     On  15th  December,  1847» 

Bkdke  wrote  to  Beevirs  as  follows : — 

<«Dear  Sir.     I  have   received  a  letter  from  Dublin 

to-day,  requesting  me  to  send  over  for  a  few  days  my 

mortgage  deed  in  your  possession,  for  production  before 

the  Master  in  Chancery  there,  in  support  of  my  claim ; 

and  I  shall  feel  much  obliged  if  you  will  let  me  have  it 

for  a  few  days,  giving  you  my  undertaking  to  return  it 

Yours  truly,  **  Francis  BlakeJ* 

D  2 
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I860.  The  deed  was  accordingly  lent,  and  returned  in  a  few 

j^j^  days.  Subsequently,  Blake  applied  for  the  loan  of  the 
Blaks.  jggj  ^  second  time,  and  it  was  again  lent  and  returned. 
By  the  production  of  the  deed  on  one  or  other  of  these 
occasions,  before  the  Master  in  Chahcery  in  Ireland,  he 
was  enabled  to  make  his  report ;  and  the  necessity  of 
again  producing  it  to  obtain  the  money  was  dispensed 
with.  In  December,  1860,  Blake  applied  to  Beevin  again 
for  the  deed,  in  order  that  Blahe  might  raise  more 
money  upon  it  Beevirs,  it  appears,  at  first  assented,  but 
afterwards  refused,  on  the  ground  that  he  might  himself 
want  to  raise  money  upon  it.  In  Augtist,  1852,  the  money 
being  receivable  from  the  Encumbered  Estates  Court  in 
Ireland,  Blake  went  to  Dublin  and  received  the  money 
due  to  him  upon  the  security,  namely,  1626L  lis.  7d. 
He  wholly  omitted  to  communicate  the  fact  to  Beevirs, 
and  continued  to  pay  interest  on  the  1000^  down  to 
April,  1865. 

The  only  extenuating  circumstances  that  are  suggested 
on  the  part  of  Blake  in  this  case  are,  that  he  had  a  lien 
upon  the  mortgaged  estates,  beyond  the  1626/.  lis.  7d., 
for  a  sum  of  3000il  or  4000/.  for  costs,  which  (though 
he  afterwards  lost  his  lien)  would  have  enabled  him  to 
satisfy  Beemr8*s  claim ;  that  Beevirs  gave  no  notice  of 
his  claim  to  the  Court  of  Chancery  or  the  Encumbered 
Estates  Court;  from  which  he  wishes  it  to  be  inferred 
thaiJBeevirs  relied  chiefly,  if  not  entirely,  on  his  {Blake*8) 
personal  security;  and  that,  down  to  May,  1856,  Blake 
could  at  any  time,  at  a  week  or  ten  days'  notice,  have 
repaid  Beevirs  the  1000/.,  if  he  had  pressed  for  it.  Bhke 
also  states  that  when,  subsequently,  in  May,  1856,  he 
found  his  affairs  embarrassed,  he  prepared  and  engrossed 
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a  mcnrtgage  to  Beevirs  for  the  amount  of  his  debt,  on        1860. 
property  (the  Matlock  Bath   EsUte)  which  he  then         J^ 
thought  was  of   ample   value.      Beevirs^s  assent  was       Blakb. 
never  obtained  to  this  mortgage ;  in  fact^  he  never  knew 
anything  of  it;  and  it  was  not  executed,  in  consequence, 
as  Blake  states,  of  his  being  obliged  by  the  pressure  of 
bis  afiSurs  to  leave  London  suddenly.      But  the  hd 
remains  totally  unanswered,  that  Bbike  did,  in  August^ 
1852,  receive  from  the  Encumbered  Estates  Court  16262i 
lU.  Id.  (Beevirs's  lien  for  lOOOiL,  or  at  least  70021,  being 
still  unsatisfied),  entirely  without  the  knowledge,  and 
retained  it  without  the  assent,  of  Beevirs;  and  that,  in 
consequence,  upon  Blakis  insolvency  in  1856,  Beevirs 
k)6t  the  whole  amount  of  his  debt.^ 

It  further  appeared  from  the  Master's  report  that 
Blake,  having  become  insolvent  in  1856,  filed  a  petition 
in  the  Insolvent  Court  on  28th  February,  1859,  and  was 
afterwards  remanded  by  the  Court  for  two  years,  on  the 
ground  of  this  and  other  fraudulent  debts. 

Dowdeswell  now  shewed  cause,  and  cited  Stephens  v. 
Hm{a). 

Garth  was  heard  in  support  of  the  rule,  and  cited  In 
re  King  (&). 

The  nature  of  the  arguments  suflSciently  appears  from 
the  judgments  of  the  Court. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  Blake  is 
amenable  to  the  summary  jurisdiction  of  this  Court, 
although  the  misconduct  of  which  he  has  been  guilty 

(a)  10  M.  i  W.  28.  (b)  8  Q.  B.  120. 
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ISea  did  nol  arise  in  m  matter  stiidly  between  attorney  and 
'  lap,  dieni,  bat  out  of  a  ample  loan  tnnaaction.  I  proceed 
on  the  geneial  groond  that,  where  an  attoniey  is  diewn 
to  haTe  been  giulty  of  gms  fiand,  althoi]^  Aft  fiand  is 
neither  snch  as  rendecs  him  JaMit  to  an  indictment,  nor 
was  committed  br  him  while  the  vdalion  of  attorney 
and  client  was  snlaistiiig  belaeen  him  and  the  person 
defrauded,  or  in  lus  chaiaLlei  as  an  attorn^,  this  Coort 
will  not  allow  amton  to  be  exposed  to  gram  fiaad  and 
disliotiesijatthelnndsofoDeofitsoflioenb  Upon  tUs 
prindple  die  preamt  attanieT»  BUke,  ssost  be  held 
responsible,  nnder  die  mtjum stances  of  gram  fiand 
which  haTe  been  praf^ed  s^mnst  hiss.  Ahhoqgh 
Bnvm  did,  in  the  fint  in<tsnc<%  9fffy  to  him  as  an 
attoniey,  I  think  thst  the  transarfion  nliimssily  icsolfed 
itself  into  one  of  a  mere  loan  btlmeen  diem  as  indi¥i- 
doab.  BiHwmi^  having  a  sam  of  OMmcy  to 
ifipliedto  BMe^whcm  be  had  kmsmi  as 
to  obtain  an  itrrescxcirat  far  him.  TVienpon  ffiair 
offefvd  lo  Ktcnctw  ihe  montr  himsi^  on  die  ^gturitj  of 
lus  prcHDKiMT  iNAe  and  the  dej^oat  of  a  saoljEnge  deed 
of  smne  Irwl  {vvfiatT^  in  ^  cftuoge  on  whkh  he  had 
a  dbsoe.  The  prapenr  in  qaesion  haviii^ 
pit  iniic»  the  IriA  EiDcm&esed  E^SKsoes  Cmv«» 
boiTOwed  die  deed  ^  Btmrns  Cm*  the  panpose^  as  he 
afieged^  of  mffioniu:  his  dkmm  befare  that  Gome 
Smwm^  whose  scstkan  in  £Je  wws  sndh  dnt  he  was  not 
Ekeihr  toi  be  cucnvnaHc:  whh  sucufls  d  tihos  hm4»  gave 
apdie  deed.  There  k  z»^cJ^e$  ti^  shew  dttt  the 
stue  ^  tici^  wm:  ex^MUE^e^  tid»  kirn:  «n  the  ^ 
XL  ansi  be  ixdHnned  i^itii  JSIajct  c^iDKiak^  &-mi  ham  two 

lotf  3^  ,dM,£  be,  £kifte,  wCTkii  be  fflrtMwl  so 
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receive  the  money  secured  to  him  by  it,  when  the  estate         i860, 
was  sold  by  the  direction  of  the  Irish  Court ;  the  other,  i^^ 

that  Beeuin  might  himself  intervene,  if  he  thought  fit, 
and  get  back  his  money  at  the  same  time.     Had  this 
information  been  given  to  Beevirs,  he,  no  doubt,  would 
not  have  parted,  as  he  did,  with  the  deed  uncondi- 
tionally ;  for  we  find  that,  on  a  subsequent  occasion,  he 
refused  to  part  with  it  in  order  to  enable  Blake  to  raise 
a  further  loan.     Blake,  however,  having  got  possession 
of  the  deed,  and  being  fully  aware  that  Beevirs  con- 
sidered it  to  be  a  valid  subsisting  security,  obtained  by 
its  means  the  money  secured  to  him,  and  appropriated 
the  whole  amount  to  his  own  purposes:  and  for  several 
years  afterwards  he  kept  Beevirs  in  entire  ignorance  of 
the  &cts;  and,  by  continuing  to  pay  him  interest  on  his 
loan,  led  Beevirs  to  believe  that  the  deed  was  still  a  valid 
and  subsisting  security.     It  was  urged  in  extenuation, 
and  may  be  true,  that  Blake,  at  the  time  he  borrowed 
the  deed  and  obtained  the  money  thereby  secured  to 
him,  was,  and  continued  for  several  years  to  be,  able  to 
repay  Beevirs  at  any  time,  on  a  very  short  notice ;  that, 
however,  is  the  kind  of  excuse  which  is  constantly  made 
in  cases  of  embezzlement,  and  it  cannot  prevail  with  us. 
These  being  the  facts,  we  are  bound  so  to  deal  with  the 
attorney  as  to  hold  his  case  out  as  a  warning,  and  to 
shew  our  vigilance  in  protecting  persons  who  may  have 
similar  dealings  with  other  attorneys.     Although,  there- 
fore, we  shall  not  take  the  extreme  course  of  striking 
him  off  the  roll,  we  must  visit  him  with  a  punishment 
adequate  to  his  offence,  by  suspending  his  certificate  for 
two  years  from  28th  February  last. 

WiGHTMAN  J.   I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    It  is  of  the 
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1860.  greatest  importance  that  transactions  to  which  attorneys 
In  re  are  parties  should  be  uberrimae  fidei,  and  that  the  con- 
duct of  those  who  are  accredited  as  officers  of  the  Court 
should  be  above  suspicion.  Now,  the  ftcts  of  the  present 
case  are  that  Beeuirs  first  knew  Blake  as  an  attorney  and 
solicitor,  and  employed  him  as  such*  Afterwards,  having 
some  money  for  investment,  he  lent  it  to  Blake,  not  on 
his  mere  personal  security,  but  also  on  that  of  the  deposit 
of  a  mortgage  deed.  That  Beevirs  relied  upon  this  deed 
as  a  security  is  shewn  by  his  subsequent  refusal  to  let 
Blake  have  it  for  the  purpose  of  raising  more  money 
upon  it.  Blake  had  previously  induced  Beevirs  to  lend 
it  him  for  the  simple  purpose,  as  he  falsely  stated,  of 
enabling  him  to  make  out  his  claim  in  the  Encumbered 
Estates  Court.  Having  by  this  means  been  enabled  to 
obtain,  and  having  obtained,  payment  of  the  money 
secured  to  him  by  the  deed,  he  said  not  a  word  to  Beemre 
about  what  he  had  done;  but,  by  continuing  to 
pay  him  interest  on  his  loan,  led  him  to  believe  that 
matters  remained  on  their  old  footing.  This  was  a  tran- 
saction so  fraudulent  as  to  demand  our  summary  inter- 
ference. 

Crompton  J.  The  law  as  to  the  summary  jurisdiction 
of  the  Court  over  attorneys,  as  its  officers,  as  laid  down 
in  the  books  of  practice,  is  of  wider  extent  than  Mr. 
Dowdeswell  is  ready  to  admit.  Thus,  in  Chith/*i  Arch- 
boliPs  Practice  (ed.  1 1,  by  Prentice),  p.  146,  it  is  stated  that 
**  The  Court  will,  in  general,  interfere  in  this  summary 
way  and  strike  an  attorney  off  the  roll,  or  otherwise 
punish  him,  for  gross  misconduct,  not  only  in  cases 
where  the  misconduct  has  arisen  in  the  course  of  a  suit, 
or  other  regular  and  ordinary  business  of  an  attorney. 
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bat  where  it  has  arisen  in  any  other  matter  so  connected        i860, 
with  his  professional  character  as  to  afford  a  fair  presump-        J^ 
tion  that  he  was  employed  in  or  entrusted  with  it  in       Blakb. 
consequence  of  that  character."    So,  in  Lushes  Practice, 
(ed.  2,  by  Stephen),  p.  218,  it  is  laid  down  that  «  For  any 
gross  misconduct,  whether  in  the  course  of  his  pro- 
fessional practice,  or  otherwise,  the  Court  will  expunge 
the  name  of  the  attorney  from  the  roll."    In  the  present 
case,  I  cannot  say  that  Blake^s  fraud  was  not  committed 
in  a  matter  connected  with  his  professional  character.    If 
he  did  not  act  in  it  as  an  attorney,  he  at  all  events  took 
advantage  of  his  professional  position  to  deceive  Beevirs. 

Blackbubn  J.  The  Court  has  a  jurisdiction,  in  such 
cases  as  the  present,  to  ascertain  whether  a  person  accre- 
dited as  one  of  its  officers  is  unfit  to  be  so  accredited. 
It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  induce  the  Court  to  inter- 
fere in  a  summary  manner,  that  the  misconduct  charged 
should  either  amount  to  an  indictable  offence  or  arise 
out  of  a  transaction  in  which  the  relation  of  attorney  and 
client  subsists  between  the  attorney  and  the  person 
against  whom  he  has  been  guilty  of  misconduct  Thus, 
in  Stephens  v.  Hill  (a),  Alderson  B.  says,  '*  The  question 
in  this  case  is,  whether  the  attorney  has  so  misconducted 
himself  in  his  character  of  an  attorney  as  to  be  an  unfit 
person  to  remain  on  the  roll."  "  K  persons  are  to  be 
accredited  by  the  Court,  it  is  our  duty  to  watch  over  and 
control  their  conduct."  And,  in  Rex  v.  Southerton  (J), 
after  the  Court  had  held  that  the  facts  charged  against 
the  defendant,  an  attorney,  did  not  amount  to  an  indict- 
able offence.  Lord  Ellenborough  C.  J.  said  **  that  enough 
appeared  to  the  Court  to  satisfy  them  that  the  defendant 

(a)  10  M.  #  IT.  28.  34.  (6)  6  Etut,  126. 143. 
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was  a  very  improper  person  to  remun  as  an  attorney  on 
the  rolls  of  the  Court  ;**  and  he  was  accordingly  strock 
off,  his  counsel  admitting  that  he  could  not  resbt  it. 

Rule  absolute  to  suspend  Blake  fix>m 
practising  as  an  attorney  of  this 
Court  for  two  years  from  28th 
February,  I860. 


Saturday^ 
June  2nd. 
Saturdtttf^ 
JuiM  9th. 


The  Queen  on  the  prosecution  of  Kay  Dinsdale 
against  The  Wardens  or  Keepers  and  Assistants 
of  the  Mystery  or  Art  of  Saddlers  of  the  City 
of  London. 


ThechMterof  Ti/fANDAMUS  to  "The  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and 

Compai^  Assistants  of  the  Mystery  or  Art  of  Saddlers  of 

empowmd 
the  Wardens, 

or  Keepers,  and  Afleistants  of  the  Company  to  elect  Assistants  from  the  livenr ;  snch 
Assistants  to  take  specified  oaths  before  admission  to  the  exercise  of  their  office.  It 
made  the  Assistants  removable  from  office  by  the  electing  body,  for  ill  goremment,  ill 
conduct,  or  any  other  just  and  reasonable  cause.  It  imposed  certain  een^d  restrictiona 
on  the  eligibility  of  the  members  of  the  Livery  as  Assistants,  and  de<dared  that  all  elec- 
tions contrary  to  its  directions  and  restrictions  should  be  void.  It  then  gave  power  to 
the  Wardens  &c  to  make  such  bye-laws  as  should  seem  to  them  salutary,  honourable 
and  necessary  for  the  good  government  of  the  Company,  its  members  and  officers. 

By  the  usa^  of  the  Company,  persons  elected  Assistants  were  eligible  to  further 
offices  in  a  routine  ending  with  the  office  of  Warden.  The  Assistants  did  not  receive  or  take 
charge  of  the  Company's  funds :  but  the  Renter  Warden  (whose  office  was  the  first  in  order 
to  which  an  Assistant  was  eligible)  did,  being  in  fact  the  treasurer.  The  Wardens  &c, 
in  1799,  duly  made  a  bye-law  "  That  no  person  who  has  been  a  bankrupt  or  become  other- 
wise insolvent,  shall  hereafter  be  admitted  a  member  of  the  Court  of  Assistants  of  thi<y 
Company,  unless  it  be  proved  to  the  satisfru:tion  of  the  Court  that  such  person,  after  hia 
bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  has  paid  and  satisfied  his  creditors  the  whole  of  their  debts,  or 
■hall  have  established  a  frtir  and  honourable  character  for  seven  years  subsequent  to  such 
hia  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  or  the  majority  of  them.*' 

i>.,  a  member  of  the  Livery,  but  in  insolvent  circumstances,  was  elected,  in  manner 
pursuant  to  the  charter,  an  Assistant  of  the  Company.  Afterwards,  before  he  knew  of 
his  election  and  before  his  admission  to  the  office,  he  made  a  representation  to  the  clerk 
of  Uie  Companv,  false  to  his  own  knowledge,  that  he  was  solvent.  He  was  then  sworn 
in  and  admitted,  and  acted  in  the  office,  fieing  afterwards  adjudged  bankrupt,  and  hia 
false  representation  of  his  circumstances  having  been  coramunicatod  by  the  clerk  to  the 
Wardoui  &c  of  the  Company,  the  L&tter,  at  a  meeting  duly  held,  but  of  which  Uiey  gave 
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the  City  of  London^  reciting  at  length  letters  patent  of       i860. 

King   Charles  the   Second,  dated   24  th    December ^    in     The  Quekn 

the  thirty-sixth  year  of  his  reign,  being  the  charter  of     g^op^g^. 

incorporation    of    The  Saddlers^    Company;    that,   on      Company. 

20th  OidobeTy  1849,  there  being  then  a  vacancy  in  the  2>  and  f 

oflBce    and   number   of   Assistants    of  the  said  Com-  which  he  had, 

no  notice, 
pany,  the  prosecutor,  Kay  Dinsdale,  then  being  a  freeman  remoTed  him 
J  1-  1  i>    t  t  i>    ^  .J   fromhisoffica, 

and  liveryman  and  one  of  the  commonalty  of  the  said      These  &cto 
Company,  and  duly  qualified  in  that  behalf,  was,  at  a  fo^^by 
meeting  or  assembly  of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  SScT^tT^ 
Assistants  of  the  said  Art  or  Mystery,  duly  held  and  J^^^^^* 
convened  by  the  said  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assist-  mandamus 

"  '■  commandmg 

ants,  duly  elected  and  nominated  and  constituted  one  of  the  Wardens 

f  &c.  of  the 

the  Assistants  of  the  Mystery  or  Art  aforesaid ;  and,  Company  to 

being  so  elected,  duly  took  the  oaths  and  made  and  sub-  the  office: 

scribed  the  declaration  and  paid  the  fees  by  the  said  wasentiUed' 

letters  patent  and  the  laws  of  the  realm  and  the  laws  ^^manda!^ 

and  ordinances  of  the  said  Company  prescribed  in  that  "?^'  both  on 

*       •'   *^  the  ground 

behalf,  and  was  thereupon  duly  admitied  to  the  office  of,  J^*^  ^f\^^' 
and  became  and  was  and  acted  as,  and  duly  executed  was  bad,  first, 

as  imposing 

the  office  of,  one  of  the  Assistants  of  the  Mystery  or  an  unreason- 
Art  aforesaid,  and  continued  to  be  and  to  act  as  such  qualification 

Assistant  from  thence   until   the   removal   thereinafter  ^  the^ffice^ 

and,  secondly, 
as  limiting 
the  disqualification  imposed  to  admission,  instead  of  extending  it  to  election,  to  the  office ; 
and  also  on  the  ground  that,  assuming  D.*a  misrepresentation  to  have  amounted  to  a 
corporate  offence,  which  would  justify  his  amotion,  he  could  not  be  removed  without  notice 
and  without  being  heard ;  nor  could  his  title  to  the  office  be  tried  by  a  proceeding  other 
thsn  a  quo  warranto. 

Judgment  reversed  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber ;  where  held  that  the  bye-law  was  good 
in  substance ;  for  that  the  disqualification  of  a  bankrupt  or  insolvent  for  office  in  the 
Company  was  not  unreasonable,  having  regard  to  the  nature  and  constitutio^i  of  the 
Company ;  and  that  the  disqualification  did  not  violate  the  charter  by  unduly  restricting 
the  class  from  which  the  Assistants  were  eligible.  Held,  further,  that  the  bye-law  was 
good  in  form ;  for  that,  properly  construed,  it  invalidated  the  election,  no  less  than  the 
admission,  of  a  disqualified  person.  Held  lastly,  that  granting  that  i).,  if  in  his  office, 
could  not  have  b«^en  removed  unheard  from  it  for  a  corporate  offence,  the  facts  that  he 
was  firom  the  beginning  disqualified  by  the  bye-law  for  the  office,  and  that  he  procured 
his  admittance  to  it  by  fraud,  shewed  that  he  never  was  properly  in,  and  had  no  right 
to  b«  rebtored  to,  it. 
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mentioned ;  and  that  afterwards,  on  20th  December^  1849» 
although  he  had  not  ill-conducted  himself,  and  although 
he  was  then  duly  in  and  entitled  to  hold  his  said  office, 
and  no  just  or  reasonable  cause  exbted  for.hb  removal 
therefrom,  the  defendants  wrongfully,  unlawfully  and 
against  hb  will,  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  said  letters 
patent,  and  without  any  just  or  reasonable  cause  in  that 
behalf;  removed,  expelled  and  dispossessed  him  from 
the  said  office,  and  had  from  thence  hitherto  wrongfully, 
unlawfully  and  against  his  will  kept  him  so  removed, 
expelled  and  dispossessed,  and  had  prevented  him  from 
filling  or  executing  his  said  office,  and  deprived  him  of 
all  the  liberties,  privileges,  franchises  and  benefits  to  the 
said  office  pertaining. 

The  mandamus  then  commanded  the  defendants  to 
restore  the  prosecutor  to  his  said  office,  or  shew  cause  to 
the  contrary. 

The  return  alleged  that  the  said  letters  patent  were 
not  fully  or  truly  set  forth  in  the  writ,  but  that  divers 
material  portions  thereof  were  omitted,  and  that  in  the 
said  letters  patent  it  was  contained  and  provided  that 
every  election  of  any  Assistant  of  the  said  Corporation, 
contrary  to  the  directions  and  restrictions  in  the  said 
letters  patent  in  that  behalf  contained,  should  be  void 
and  of  no  effect;  that  the  prosecutor  was  not  duly 
qualified  to  be  elected ;  that  he  was  not  duly  elected, 
nominated,  or  constituted  one  of  the  Assistants  of  the 
Company ;  that  he  had  ill-conducted  himself  and  was 
not  duly  in,  or  entitled  to  hold,  his  said  office;  that  there 
was  just  and  reasonable  cause  for  his  removal,  and  for 
which  he  was  removed ;  and  that  the  defendants  did  not 
wrongfully  or  unlawfully,  or  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the 
said  letters  patent,  or  without  just  or  reasonable  cause  in 
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that  behalf,  remove  and  keep  him  reroovecL     That  the       I860. 
Company,  at  the  time  of  the  said  charter  and  ever  since,    The  Qubbn 
have  had  considerable  property  and  effects,  real  and     saddlbrs' 
personal,  and  have  had  the  management  and  care  of    Company. 
divers  charity  and  other  estates,  and  the  distribution  for 
charitable  and  other  purposes  of  divers  moneys;  that, 
since  the  granting  of  the  said  charter,  the  Wardens  of 
the  Company  had  been  and  were  elected  annually,  by 
ballot,  by  the  Court  of  Asdstants,  and  from  the  members 
constituting  that   Court;    that,  by  the  usage  of  the 
Company,  a  member  of  that  Court  was  elected  in  ordi- 
nary course  to  the  following  offices,  namely,  first,  that 
of  Renter  Warden,  after  serving  which  for  one  year  he 
falls  back  upon  the  Court  of  Assistants,  and  is  then  suc- 
cessively elected  to  serve  the  offices  of  Quarter  Warden, 
Key  Warden,  and  Prime  Warden,  or  Master,  his  pro- 
motion being  regulated  by  his  seniority.    That  in  the 
Courts  the  Prime  Warden,  usually  called  Master,  pre- 
rides,  and  has  a  casting  vote  in  cases  of  equality  of 
votes.     That  the  Key  Warden  has  the  care  of  the  com- 
mon seal  and  archives  of   the  Company.     That  the 
Quarter  Warden  acts   as   receiver  of  the  quarterage, 
which  he  pays  over  to  the  Renter  Warden.    That  the 
Renter  Warden  is  the  acting  treasurer  of  the  Company, 
performs  this  duty  in   person,  and  receives  into  his 
bands  and  has  the  sole  custody  or  charge  of  all  the  rents, 
dividends,  moneys,   plate,    linen,  goods,  chattels  and 
effects  of  the  Company,  and  its  charity  and  trust  estates; 
having  to  account  to  the  auditors  appointed  by  the 
Court  of  Assistants.    That  the  Assistants  attend  to  the 
general  affairs  of  the  Company,  and  have  the  uncon- 
trolled spending  of  its  moneys,  the  granting  of  pensions 
and  relief  to  its  decayed  members,  and  the  general 
government  of  the  (Corporation  and  the  trade,  and  have 
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and  exercise  the  right  of  search  for  deceitfully  wrought 
wares  appertaining  to  the  trade  of  a  saddler^  and  to  seize 
and  destroy  the  same.  That  the  election  of  new  mem- 
bers of  the  Court  of  Assistants,  when  vacancies  occur, 
is  made  by  the  Court  of  Master,  Wardens  and  Assist- 
ants,  from  the  Livery,  according  to  seniority,  if  in  a  state 
of  solvency,  and  of  good  character  and  repute;  and  they 
hold  office  for  life ;  but  in  case  of  misconduct,  render- 
ing them  unfit,  or  other  apCBcient  cause,  or  receiving 
parochial  aid,  or  petitioning  the  Court  for  relief,  they 
would  cease  to  receive  their  summonses  to  attend  the 
Court.  That,  should  a  member  of  the  Court  come  to 
decay  and  petition  to  be  relieved  out  of  the  funds  of  the 
Company,  it  is  understood  as  a  matter  of  course  that, 
after  he  has  received  his  first  quarterns  pension,  he  is  no 
longer  to  be  summoned  to  the  Court,  and  at  the  fol- 
lowing Court  a  member  moves  that  there  be  a  call  from 
the  Livery  to  supply  the  vacancy;  but  the  party  so 
amoved  is  not  deprived  of  his  Livery.  That  the  same 
course  has  been  pursued  in  case  of  misconduct  amount- 
ing to  unfitness  or  incompetency.  That,  on  23rd  Aprils 
1799,  in  pursuance  of  the  power  contained  in  the 
charter,  the  Wardens  and  Assistants  of  the  Company, 
at  a  meeting  duly  convened  and  constituted,  made  and 
ordained  a  law  and  ordinance,  which  has  ever  since  been 
and  still  is  in  force,  and  is  as  follows :—  ^^  Resolved,  that 
no  person  who  has  been  a  bankrupt  or  become  otherwise 
insolvent  shall  hereafter  be  admitted  a  member  of  the 
Court  of  Assistants  of  this  Company,  unless  it  be  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  such  person,  after 
his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  has  paid  and  satisfied  his 
creditors  the  whole  of  their  debts,  or  shall  have  estab- 
lished a  fair  and  honourable  character  for  seven  years 
subsequent  to  such  bis  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  to  the 
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Batisfaction  of  the  Court  or  the  majority  of  them/* 
That  the  prosecutor  knew  of  this  law,  and  did,  just 
before  the  time  of  his  alleged  election  and  admittance, 
for  the  purpose  of  inducing  and  procuring  the  then 
Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants  of  the  Company 
to  elect  and  admit  him  to  be  an  Assistant,  falsely  and 
£raudiilently  represent  and  state^  and  cause  to  be  repre- 
sented and  stated,  to  the  said  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and 
Assistants,  that  he  then  was  solvent  and  able  to  pay  his 
creditors  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound,  whereas,  in 
truth,  he  then  was,  and  he  thence  hitherto  has  been, 
insolvent,  and  he  then  was  largely  indebted  to  divers 
persons,  to  wit,  to  the  amount  of  10,000/.,  and  was 
wholly  unable  to  pay  his  creditors  20s.  in  the  pound,  or 
any  dividend  whatever,  as  he  then  well  knew ;  and  the 
said  creditors  never  have  been  paid  their  said  debts,  or 
any  part  thereof,  except  a  small  and  insignificant  divi- 
dend of  2s.  8(L  in  the  pound,  which,  and  no  more,  has 
at  length,  after  great  delay,  been  paid  to  the  said 
creditors  under  the  bankruptcy  hereinafter  mentioned ; 
and  that,  by  means  of  the  said  false  and  fraudulent 
representation,  the  prosecutor  induced  and  procured  the 
said  then  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  to  elect 
and  admit,  and  he  was  then,  by  and  through  means  of 
the  fraud  aforesaid,  and  not  otherwise,  elected  and 
admitted  as  in  the  writ  mentioned.  That,  at  the  time 
of  the  said  representation,  and  thence  until  he  became 
bankrupt,  the  prosecutor  was  a  trader,  to  wit,  a  saddler, 
subject  to  the  statutes  concerning  bankrupts,  and  had 
committed  an  act  of  bankruptcy ;  and  that,  shortly  after 
the  alleged  election  and  admittance,  he  was  adjudicated 
bankrupt,  and  assignees  in  bankruptcy  were  appointed ; 
and  that  thereupon,  and  whilst  the  prosecutor  was  such 
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bankrupt  as  aforesaid  and  wholly  insolvent,  at  a  meet- 
ing of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants  of  the 
Companj,  duly  convened,  on  20th  December^  1849,  it 
was  resolved,  for  the  cause  aforesaid,  that  he  should  be 
removed  and  discharged  from  being,  and  should  no 
longer  be,  one  of  the  Assistants  of  the  Company ;  and  he 
was  then  removed  and  discharged  and  ceased  to  be,  and  at 
the  time  of  the  teste  of  the  writ  was  not,  one  of  the  said 
Assistants,  or  entitled  to  be  admitted  as  such.  Where- 
fore  the  defendants  ought  not  to,  and  could  not,  restore 
the  prosecutor  to  the  said  office  of  Assistant 
The  prosecutor  pleaded  the  following  pleas : — 
1.  That  the  letters  patent  are  truly  set  forth  in  the 
said  writ  of  mandamus,  and  that  no  material  portion 
thereof  is  omitted  as  alleged ;  that  prosecutor  was  duly 
qualified  to  be  elected  an  Assistant  as  in  the  said  writ 
mentioned  in  manner  and  form  therein  alleged,  and  that 
he  was  duly  elected,  nominated,  and  constituted  one  of 
the  Assistants  of  the  said  Mystery,  or  Art,  in  manner  and 
form  as  in  the  said  writ  alleged;  that  he  had  not  ill- 
conducted  himself  as  in  the  said  return  alleged,  and  was 
duly  in  and  entitled  to  hold  his  said  office  of  Assistant  as 
in  the  said  writ  alleged,  and  that  there  was  no  just  or 
reasonable  cause  for  his  removal  therefrom  before  or  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  removal  as  in  the  said  return 
alleged ;  that  the  said  Corporation  did  wrongfully  and 
unlawfully,  and  contrary  to  the  tenor  of  the  said  letters 
patent,  and  without  just  or  reasonable  cause,  remove, 
expel  and  dispossess  prosecutor  from  his  said  office,  in 
manner  and  in  form  as  in  the  said  writ  alleged,  and  that 
they  did  and  do  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  keep  him  so 
removed  and  dispossessed ;  that  no  such  law  or  ordinance 
was  made  or  ordained  as  in  the  said  return  is  alleged. 
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aud  that  the  said  law  or  ordinance  did  not  continue  to 

be  nor  was  it  in  force  at  the  times  in  the  said  return  in 

that  behalf  mentioned,  as  therein  alleged ;  that  prosecutor 

did  not  falsely  and  fraudulently  represent  or  state,  or  cause 

to  be  represented  or  stated,  to   the  said  Wardens,   or 

Keepers,  and  Assistants,  as  in  the  said  return  in  that  behalf 

a^eged ;  and  that  he  was  duly  elected  and  admitted  as 

in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  and  not  by  or  through  any 

fraud  as  in  the  said  return  alleged ;  that  the  meeting,  or 

assembly,  in  the  said  return  alleged  to  have  been  held 

on  20th   December^   1849,   was  not  duly  convened  as 

alleged ;  that  prosecutor  was  not  removed  or  discharged, 

and  did  not  cease  to  be,  but  at  the  time  of  the  teste  of 

the  writ  was,  and  still  is,  one  of  the  Assistants  of  the  said 

Art  or  Mystery,  and  entitled  to  be  admitted  thereto. 

2.  As  to  so  much  of  the  return  as  relates  to  the  alleged 
removal  or  discharge  of  prosecutor  under  the  authority 
of  the  resolution  of  the  meeting  or  assembly  alleged  to 
hare  been  held  on  20ih  December^  1849 :  That,  although, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  said  alleged  meeting  or 
assembly,  he  was  an  Assistant  of  the  said  Art  or  Mystery, 
and  was,  as  such,  entitled  to  be  summoned  to  the  meet- 
ing or  assembly,  and  to  attend  the  same,  he  was  not 
summoned  to  the  said  meeting  or  assembly,  nor  had  he  any 
notice  thereof  until  after  the  same  had  been  held,  nor 
did  he  attend  the  same,  nor  had  he  any  opportunity  of 
attending  the  same. 
The  defendants  joined  issue  on  these  pleas. 
The  case  came  on  for  trial,  before  Lord  Campbell  (then 
C.  J.  of  this  Court),  at  the  sittings  in  London  after 
Mkhaelmtu  Term,  1858,  and  a  special  verdict  was  after- 
^ards  settled  by  him,  which,  so  far  as  is  material,  was  as 
follows:  — 
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That  the  letters  patent  granted  by  King  Charles  the 
Second  to  the  defendants,  referred  to  in  the  writ  of  man- 
damus, are  in  the  words  and  figures  set  forth  in  the 
Latin  copy  of  the  charter  hereunto  annexed. 

That,  on  23rd  April,  1849,  the  following  resolution 
was  made  and  passed  by  the  persons  entitled  to  elect 
to  the  oflSce  hereinafter  mentioned.  **  It  having  been 
resolved  and  ordered  at  the  last  Quarter  Court,  held 
on  20th  January  last,  that  one  of  the  Livery  should  be 
called  on  the  Court  of  Assistants,  it  was  thereupon  re- 
solved that  the  following  gentlemen  of  the  Livery  should 
be  put  in  nomination,  whereout  to  choose  one,  namely," 
[here  followed  several  names,  of  which  prosecutor's  was 
one].  ^^  Resolved,  that  this  Court  do  now  proceed  to  such 
election,  and  that  the  same  be  by  way  of  scoring ;  where- 
upon all  the  above  named  being  written  on  a  sheet  of 
paper,  the  scoring  opposite  to  their  names  took  place, 
when  the  unanimous  choice  was  declared  to  have  fallen 
upon  Mr.  Kay  Dinsdahy  who  was  thereupon  declared 
duly  elected  on  the  Court  of  Assistants  4iccordingly." 
This  resolution  was  confirmed  at  the  subsequent  meet- 
ing of  the  Wardens  and  Assistants,  held  on  25th  July^ 
1849. 

That  each  of  the  said  Courts  was  in  all  respects  duly 
constituted,  and  competent  to  elect  the  said  Kay  Dins- 
dale  an  Assistant  of  the  said  Company,  and  the  mode  of 
election  was  the  mode  usually  adopted  in  the  election  of 
an  Assistant  of  the  said  Company ;  but  the  said  resolu- 
tion was  not  communicated  to  the  said  Kay  Dinsdak 
until  after  the  representations  hereinafter  referred  to  had 
been  made,  when  (that  is  to  say)  on  16th  October,  1849, 
he  was  summoned  to  attend  a  Court  of  the  said  Art  or 
Mystery  as  an  Assistant  of  the  same. 
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Thaty  at  the  time  of  the  malcing  and  passing  of  the         1860. 
8iud  last  mentioned  resolution,  and  from  thence   con-    The  Queen 
tinnally  up  to,  and  at,  the  time  of  the  alleged  removal  of     s^ddleks* 
the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  from  his  said  office  of  Assistant,      Company. 
as  hereafter  mentioned,  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  was  in 
insolvent  circumstances,  and  unable  to  pay  his  creditors 
20f.  in  the  pound ;  and  during  all  such  time  he  then 
owed  large  sums  of  money,  on  judgments  and  otherwise, 
to  divers  persons,  which  debts  have  always  remained 
unpaid  and  unsatisfied;  but  he  was  in  other  respects 
duly  qualified  to  be  elected  an  Assistant. 

That  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  attended  the  Court  of 
the  Wardens  and  Assistants,  on  said  20th  October,  1849, 
in  obedience  to  the  said  summons,  and  on  that  occasion 
accepted  the  said  office,  and  was  sworn  in  and  acted  as 
an  Assistant,  and  was  again  summoned  to  attend,  and 
attended,  the  next  Court  of  the  Wardens  and  Assistants 
of  the  said  Company,  which  was  held  on  6th  November^ 
1849,  and  on  each  of  those  occasions  received  his  fees 
and  acted  as  an  Assistant,  and  was  in  all  respects  received 
and  treated  as  an  Assistant  of  the  Company  by  the  other 
members  of  the  said  Court  of  Assistants. 

That  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  did  not,  except  with  re- 
gard to  the  representations^  hereafter  referred  to,  ill- 
oondoct  himself  as  in  the  return  alleged. 

That  the  defendants  did  remove,  expel,  and  dispossess 
the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  from  the  said  office,  if  he  was  in 
or  holding  the  same,  on  20th  December,  1849,  being 
after  the  making  of  the  representations  hereafter  men- 
tioned ;  and  that  they  have  kept  him  so  removed  and 
dispossessed  from  thence  hitherto. 

That  on  23rd  April,  1799,  the  then  Wardens  and 
Aanstants  of  the  said  Art  or  Mystery,  at  a  meeting  or 
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1860.        assembly  duly  held,  convened,  and  constituted  for  that 

The  Qdbkh     P"T>ose,  made  and  ordained,  so  far  as  they   lawfully 

g^  ^'      ,     could,  what  purported  to  be,  and  what  they  intended  to 

Company,      be,  a  law  and  ordinance,  the  tenor  whereof  is  as  stated 

in  the  said  return ;  which  alleged  law  or  ordinance  was 

never  since  altered  or  varied  in  that  behalf;  and  such 

law  or  ordinance  (if  ever  a  good  one  and  in  force)  was, 

at  the  time  in  that  behalf  allied  in  the  said  return,  in 

full  force. 

That  a  person  holding  the  said  office,  from  which  the 
said  Kay  Dinsdale  was  so  removed  as  aforesaid,  might, 
by  reason  of  his  being  in  such  office,  be  elected  to  the 
office  of  Renter  Warden,  which  last  mentioned  office  was, 
during  all  the  times  aforesaid  and  after  mentioned,  an 
office  of  trust,  and  the  person  for  the  time  being  holding 
the  said  last  mentioned  office  might,  by  virtue  of  such 
office,  receive  large  sums  of  money  belonging  to  the  said 
Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  and  which  moneys 
had  to  be  applied  for  charitable  purposes  and  otherwise. 
That  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  did,  after  the  making 
and  passing  of  the  said  resolution  on  23rd  Aprils  1849^ 
bnt  before  the  same  was  communicated  to  him,  or  he 
was  summoned  or  admitted  to  the  said  office  as  afore- 
said, to  wit  on  24th  September^   1849,  in  answer  to  an 
inquiry  which  Giles  Clarke^  then  being  the  agent  in  that 
behalf  of  the  said  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants, 
made  of  him  as  to  his  solvency,  represent  and  state  to 
the  said  Giles  Clarke  that  he,  Dinsdale^  then  was  quite 
as  solvent  as  any  man  of  the  said  Court,  and  able  to 
pay  his  creditors  20s.  in  the  pound ;  whereas  in  truth 
the  contrary  then  was  and  thence  hitherto  has  been  the 
fact,  as   he,  Dinsdale,  then  well   knew;    and   the   said 
creditors  never  were  paid  their  said  debts,  or  any  part 
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thereof,  except  a  small  dividend  of  2s.  Sd.  in  the  pound, 
which  and  no  more,  afier  great  delay,  was  paid  to  them 
under  the  bankruptcy  in  the  said  return  referred  to; 
and  by  means  of  the  said  false  and  fraudulent  represen- 
tations the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  induced  and  procured 
the  said  then  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  to 
admit  him  to  the  said  oflSce  as  aforesaid. 

That  the  said  CHles  Clarkey  as  such  clerk  and  agent  as 
aforesaid,  after  the  making  of  the  said  representations,  so 
made  as  aforesaid,  and  in  consequence  thereof,  caused 
the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  to  be  summoned  as  aforesaid  to 
attend  the  said  meeting,  which  it  is  alleged  the  said  Kay 
Dbudale  attended  as  aforesaid,  and  caused  the  fact  of 
the  said  election  to  be  communicated  to  him  the  said 
Kay  DintdaU. 

That  the  said  representations  were  not  communicated 
by  the  said  CHle$  Clarke  to  any  Court  of  the  then  Wardens 
and  Assistants  of  the  said  Company,  until  20th  October^ 
1849,  which  was  the  first  Court  of  the  said  Wardens  and 
Assistants  held  after  the  said  representations  were  so 
made  as  aforesaid. 

That  afterwards,  on  30th  November^  1849,  the  said 
Kay  Dinsdale  did  become  and  was  declared  bankrupt, 
as  in  the  said  return  alleged. 

That  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  was  not  summoned  to 
the  said  meeting  or  assembly  of  the  said  Court  of  Assist- 
ants in  the  said  return  alleged  to  have  been  held  on  20th 
December,  1849,  but  the  said  meeting  or  assembly  was  in 
other  respects  duly  convened,  although  he  then  resided 
in  the  same  place  where  he  had  resided  from  the  said 
23rd  Jprilf  1849,  and  where  he  resided  when  summoned 
to  the  previous  Courts  to  which  he  had  been  summoned 
as  aforesaid,  and  within  a  reasonable  and  convenient 
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distance,  namely  within  three  miles  of  Saddlers^  HaUf 
where  the  said  meeting  and  all  other  meetings  of  the 
said  Wardens  and  Assistants  were  holden,  and  where  the 
business  of  the  said  Company  was  transacted. 

That  all  Assistants  of  the  said  Art  or  Mystery,  duly 
elected  and  admitted  in  that  behalf,  were  entitled  to  be 
summoned  to  the  said  meeting  or  assembly  held  on  2(Hb 
December i  1849,  and  to  attend  the  same. 

That  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  had  no  notice  of  the  said 
meeting  or  assembly  until  after  the  same  had  been 
held. 

That  he  did  not  attend  the  same,  and  had  no  oppor- 
tunity ofattending  the  same. 

[The  verdict  concluded  in  the  old  prolix  form,  giving 
the  findings  of  the  jury  on  the  several  facts,  contingently 
upon  the  judgment  of  the  Court.] 

A  translation  of  the  Latin  copy  of  the  charter  annexed 
to  the  special  verdict  accompanied  the  case.  The  fol- 
lowing extracts  from  it  are  all  that  appear  material : — 

The  charter  commenced  by  incorporating  the  Com- 
pany, by  the  name  of  "  The  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and 
Commonalty  of  the  Mystery  or  Art  of  Saddlers  in  the  City 
of  London.^'  It  then  provided  ^*  That  from  henceforth 
for  ever,  at  all  times  hereafter,  there  may  and  shall  be 
four  of  the  freemen  of  the  same  Mystery,  in  the  form  in 
these  our  letters  patent  within  speciGed,  to  be  elected, 
appointed,  constituted  and  instituted,  who  shall  be  and 
be  called  Wardens  or  Keepers  of  the  Mystery  or  Art  of 
Saddlers  of  the  City  oi London ;  and  twenty  of  the  freemen 
of  the  same  Mystery,  in  the  form  in  these  presents  within 
mentioned,  to  be  nominated  and  constituted,  who  shall 
be  and  be  called  Assistants  of  the  Mystery  or  Art  afore- 
said.*'    It  then  named  the  persons  who  were  to  be  the 
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first  Wardens  and  Assistants^  and  who  were  ^*  to  continue       I860, 
in  SQcb  offices  daring  their  natural  lives,  unless  in  the     The  Quuir 
meanwhile  they,  or  any  of  them,  shall  be  removed  for     saddlem* 
ill  government,  or  ill  conducting   themselves  in  that     Con^pany. 
behalf,  or  for  any  other  reasonable  cause/'   Powers  for  the 
election  and  removal  of  Wardens  followed.  It  was  then  pro- 
vided ^'Tbat,  as\>ften  and  whenever  it  shall  happen  that 
any  one  or  more  of  the  Assistants  of  the  Commonalty 
aforesaid  shall  at  any  time  hereafter  die,  or  retire,  or  be 
removed  from  his  or  their  office,  (and  we  will  that  he  or 
they  shall,  for  ill  government,  or  ill  conduct,  or  for  any 
other  just  and  reasonable  cause,  be  removable  and  re- 
moved by  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assbtants  of  the 
Art  or  Mystery  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  or  the  greater 
part  of  them  then  present,  whereof  we  will  that  one  of 
the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  for  the  time  being  shall  be  one), 
that  then  and  so  often  it  may  and  shall  be  lawful  to  the 
Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  the  rest  of  the  Assistants  then 
living,  or  the  greater  part  of  them  then  present,  whereof 
one  of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  of  the  Art  or  Mystery 
aforesaid  for  the  time  being  shall  be  one,  at  their  plea- 
sore,  firom  time  to  time  and  at  all  times  hereafter,  to 
elect  and  nominate  one  other  or  more  of  the  Commonalty 
of  the  Art  or  Mystery  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  in  the 
place  or  places  of  him  or  them  so  dead  or  removed  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  that  he  or  they,  so  elected  or  nominated 
to  the  office  of  Assistant  of  the  Art  or  Mystery  aforesaid, 
before  they  or  any  of  them  shall  be  admitted  to  the 
execution  of  their  office  or  offices  (^^antequam  ad  execu- 
tionem  officii  sui  vel  officiorum  suorum  admittantur,  seu 
eorum  aliqais  admittatur")  shall  take,  and  each  of  them 
shall  take,  a  corporal  oath  upon  the  Holy  Gospels  of 
God  for  the  due  execution  of  the  office  of  Assistant  of 
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the  Art  or  Mystery  aforesaid,  before  the  Wardens  or 
Keepers  of  the  Commonalty  aforesaid,  or  the  greater  part 
of  them  then  present.  To  which  said  Wardens,  or 
Keepers,  and  Assistants  of  the  Art  or  Mystery  aforesaid  for 
the  time  being,  or  the  greater  part  of  them  then  present. 
We  do  for  us,  onr  heirs,  and  successors,  by  these  pre- 
sents, give  and  grant  full  power  and  aulhority  to  tender 
and  administer  such  oath.''  The  charter  further  required 
the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  before  admission 
to  the  execution  of  their  respective  offices,  to  take  the 
oaths  of  allegiance  and  supremacy,  the  oath  prescribed 
by  the  Act  (13  Car,  2.  st.  2.  c.  1.)  for  the  well  govern- 
ment and  regulation  of  Corporations,  and  the  oath  for 
the  due  execution  of  their  offices  respectively.  No  per- 
sons were  to  be  eligible  as  Wardens,  Keepers,  or  Assist- 
ants, who,  respectively,  before  their  election,  should  not 
hold  communion  with  the  Church  of  England,  and 
should  not,  within  six  months  at  the  least  before  such 
election,  have  received  the  Sacrament 

Then  followed  a  proviso,  "  That  every  election  of  any 
Warden,  or  Keejier,  Assistant,  or  Clerk,  of  the  Com- 
pany aforesaid,  contrary  to  the  directions  and  restric- 
tions in  these  presents  in  that  behalf  mentioned,  shall 
be  void  and  of  no  effect  to  all  intents  and  purposes 
whatsoever."  It  was  then  declared  "  That  the  Wardens 
or  Keepers  aforesaid,  together  with  eight  Assistants,  at 
the  least,  of  the  Mystery  aforesaid,  for  the  time  being,  in 
any  meeting  met  together  and  assembled,  shall  have,  and 
by  these  presents  may  have,  full  authority  and  power  to 
'enact  and  make  institutions,  ordinances,  and  constitu- 
tions {**  plenam  auctoritatem  et  facultatem  condendi  et 
faciendi  institutiones,  ordinationcs,  et  constitutiones"), 
which  to  the  same  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  the  eight 
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Assistants  aforesaid,  at  the  least »  shall  seem  good,  salu-  iggo. 
tary,  useful,  honourable  ("honestSB"),  and  necessary,  ac-  xIwQubbh 
cording  to  their  sound  discretions,  for  the  good  rule  and  a  ^'  ^ 
government  of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Freemen  Company. 
and  Commonalty  of  the  Mystery  aforesaid,  and  the 
ofBcers  and  ministers  of  the  same  Mystery  for  the  time 
being ;  and  for  the  declaring  in  what  manner  and  order 
the  aforesaid  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Freemen,  and 
Commonalty,  and  other  the  men  and  every  the  ministers, 
officers,  artificers  and  freemen,  and  apprentices,  and 
servants  of  such  Mystery  or  Art,  in  their  duties,  services, 
workmanship  and  businesses^  touching  and  concerning 
the  Mystery  or  Art  aforesaid,  and  liberties  of  the  same, 
shall  conduct,  behave,  and  exercise  themselves;  and 
otherwise  for  the  further  public  good  and  common  bene- 
fit and  safe  and  quiet  government  of  the  Mystery  or 
Art  aforesaid.**  And  power  was  given  to  such  Wardens, 
or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  to  enforce  the  observance  of 
the  institutions,  ordinances  and  constitutions,  so  to  be 
made,  by  imposing  penalties  and  fines  on  disobedience ; 
^8o  nevertheless,  that  such  ordinances,  institutions  and 
constitutions  be  not  repugnant  or  contrary  to  the  laws 
and  statutes  of  our  kingdom  of  England^  or  the  pro- 
visoes and  limitations  aforesaid,  or  contrary  to  the  cus- 
toms of  the  city  of  London^  or  contrary  to  the  liberties, 
jurisdictions,  or  privileges  of  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty 
and  citizens  of  the  City  aforesaid." 

GMans,  for  the  Crown.  A  peremptory  mandamus  ought 
to  be  awarded  for  the  restoration  of  the  prosecutor  to  hi^ 
office  of  Assistant  of  the  defendant's  Company.  The  special 
verdict  substantially  finds  all  the  allegations  in  his  pleas  in 
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his  favour.  The  charter,  annexed  to  the  verdict,  agrees 
in  effect  with  the  statement  of  it  in  the  writ  Then,  it 
is  found  that  the  prosecutor  was  elected,  and  the  election 
was  confirmed,  in  due  course.  Thereupon,  he  became 
entitled  to  be  admitted  to  the  office ;  and,  having  been 
in  fact  admitted,  cannot  be  ousted  firom  it  under  the 
bye-law  of  23rd  Aprily  1799.  Assuming  that  bye-law 
to  be  good  and  valid,  it  does  no  more  than  prohibit  the 
admission,  to  the  oflSce  of  Assistant,  of  a  person  who  has 
become  bankrupt  or  insolvent ;  it  can  have  no  operation 
to  invalidate,  ex  post  facto,  the  admission  of  such  a 
person.  [fVtffhtman  J.  The  defendants  allege,  in  the 
return,  that  the  prosecutor  obtained  the  admission  by 
false  and  fraudulent  representations  that  he  was  solvent]. 
The  admission  was  not  vitiated,  even  if  obtained  by 
fraud ;  its  validity  being  founded  on  the  previous  elec- 
tion, which  gave  the  prosecutor  title  to  admission. 
After  electing  him,  it  was  too  late  for  the  defendants  to 
say  that  he  was  disqualified  for  admission ;  Rex  ▼. 
Ward  (a).  If  he  was  in  other  respects  entitled  to  be  ad* 
mitted,  the  fact  that  he  might  be  responsible,  in  some  way, 
in  respect  of  his  misrepresentation,  would  not  take  away 
his  right  to  admission  ;  TawnshencPs  Case  (b).  [  Wight- 
man  J.  If  the  bye -law  is  to  have  any  effect  at  all,  it 
must  prevent  the  admission  of  an  insolvent  to  the  office 
of  an  Assistant  in  the  Company.  Blackburn  J.  If 
your  argument,  that  admission  must  follow  on  election 
as  a  matter  of  course,  is  well  founded,  the  bye-law  is 
bad.]  The  prosecutor  contends  that  the  bye-law  is  bad, 
for  this  reason,  that  it  seeks  to  impose  a  disqualification 


(«)  2  Sir,  893. 


(6)  1  Lev,  91, 
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for  the  office  in  question  not  recognised  by  the  common  1860. 
law.  By  the  common  law  insolvency  constitutes  no  dis-  The  Quekh 
qualification  for  a  corporate  office,  the  holder  of  which  SADDwas* 
has  nothing  to  do  with  the  receipt,  or  trust,  or  manage-  Company, 
ment,  or  fingering  of  the  money  of  the  Corporation,  nor 
can  have  anything  to  do*  with  it,  unless  the  rest  of  the 
Corporation  should,  by  a  corporate  act  of  their  own, 
trust  him  wilh  it.  The  law  was  laid  down  to  that 
effect  by  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v.  Mayor  8fc.  of 
Liverpool  (a).  In  the  present  case,  although  the  Assist- 
ants of  the  Company  are  eligible  to  the  further  office 
of  Renter  Warden,  which,  unlike  that  of  Assistant, 
involves  the  management  of  the  Company's  funds,  an 
Assistant  does  not  necessarily  take  the  higher  office,  nor 
is  the  Company  obliged  to  confer  it  on  him.  In  Rex  v. 
Ckitty  (b)  it  was  held  that  an  uncertificated  bankrupt  is 
not  disqualified  firom  being  elected  a  councillor  for  a 
borough  and  holding  the  office,  under  The  Municipal 
Corporations  Reform  Act,  unless  he  become  bankrupt 
while  holding  it.  That  case  was  decided  on  the  language 
of  the  statute  in  question,  but  shews  that,  apart  firom 
legislative  prohibition,  a  bankrupt  is  equally  eligible  to 
office  as  a  solvent  person.  So,  in  Regina  v.  Owen  (c), 
it  was  held  that  pecuniary  embarrassment  and  insolvent 
circumstances  do  not  constitute  ^*  inability"  to  perform 
the  office  of  clerk  of  a  County  Court,  within  the 
meaning  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  95.  s.  24.  Still  less 
ought  they  to  be  considered  as  debarring  the  holder  of  a 
freehold  office,  which  that  gf  Assistant  to  the  defendants' 
Company  is,  and  that  of  a  County  Court  clerk  is  not, 
from  retaining  it.     Again,  the  bye-law  is  bad,  because  it 

(a)  2  Burr.  723.  733.  {h)  'o  A.  ^  E,  609. 

(c)  15  Q.  B,  476. 
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1860.  was  never  sanctioned  in  the  manner  required  by  stat  19 
TheQuvm"  ^^-  7.  c.  7.  (a),  which  enacte  "  That  no  Masters,  War- 
Saddlxbs*  <^c"s,  and  Fellowships  of  Crafts  or  Mysteries,  nor  any  of 
Company,  them,"  "  take  upon  them  to  make  any  acts  or  ordinances, 
ne  to  execute  any  acts  or  ordinances  by  them  hereto- 
fore made*'  ^^  against  the  common  profit  of  the  people^ 
but  that  the  same  acts  or  ordinances  be  examined  and 
approved  by  the  Chancellor,  Treasurer  of  England^  or 
Chief  Justices  of  either  Benches,  or  three  of  them,  or 
before  both  the  Justices  of  assize  in  their  circuit  or  pro- 
gress in  that  shire  where  such  acts  or  ordinances  be  made, 
upon  pain  of  forfeiture  of  xl.  li.  for  every  time  that  they 
do  contrary."  [^Cochburn  C.  J.  I  do  not  think  that  the 
bye-law  is  such  as  that  Act  refers  ta  Wightnum  J. 
Supposing  that  the  bye-law  is  within  the  scope  of  that 
Act,  it  is  not  bad  merely  because  not  allowed  as  the  Act 
directs.]  Another  ground  on  which  the  bye-law  is  bad 
is  that  it  is  unreasonable  in  itself,  as  practically  narrow- 
ing the  number  of  members  of  the  Company  who  are 
eligible  to  the  office  of  Assistant,  and  eliminating  there- 
from all  who  have  at  any  time  been  in  insolvent  circum- 
stances. It  is  therefore  bad,  as  attempting  to  alter  the 
qualification  of  persons  before  eligible,  beyond  what 
the  original  constitution  of  the  Company  required; 
Rex  V.  Tappenden  (4).  In  Bex  v.  Attwood  (c),  though 
it  was  unnecessary  to  decide  the  point,  the  Court  appears 
to  have  thought  that  a  bye -law  narrowing  the  body  of 
persons  eligible  to  office  in  an  incorporated  mercantile 
Company,  would  be  bad.  That  case  was  followed  in 
Regina  v.  Powell  (</).    [^Cockbum  C.  J.    Do  you  say  that 

(a)  "  For  making  of  statntes  by  bodies  incorporate." 

(6)  3  East,  186.  (c)  4  5.  #  Ad.  481. 

(i)  3E,fB.  377. 
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a  bye-law  exclading  from  eligibility  persons  convicted 
of  felony,  and  who  had  undergone  their  sentence,  would 
be  bad  ?]  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  so  far  as  that.  In 
Baggi  Case  {a)  the  crimes  are  specified,  upon  attainder 
for  which  a  citizen  or  freeman  of  a  Corporation  may  be 
removed.  But  both  that  case  and  Sir  Thomas  EarUi 
Case  (£)  shew  that  there  can  be  no  cause  to  disfranchise 
a  member  of  a  Corporation,  unless  it  be  for  something 
done  which  works  to  the  destruction  of  the  body  cor- 
porate, or  of  its  liberties  and  privileges.  The  bye-law 
is  also  bad,  even  if  the  exclusion  of  an  insolvent  from 
oflSce  is  justifiable  in  itself,  because  it  does  not  declare 
an  insolvent  ineligible,  but  merely  prohibits  his  admis- 
sion to  office.  Admission  forms  no  part  of  the  election, 
bat  stands  to  it  in  a  relation  analogous  to  that  of 
the  delivery  of  an  executed  deed  to  the  execution. 
The  prosecutor  having  been  elected,  the  office  is  full, 
and  no  one  can  be  elected  in  his  place.  The  only  re- 
maining question  which  arises  on  the  findings  as  to  the 
issues  joined  on  the  first  plea,  is,  whether  the  prosecu- 
tor's misrepresentation  of  the  actual  state  of  his  circum- 
stances constituted  such  fraud  as  to  avoid  his  election. 
Now  it  is  clear  that  although  fraud  may  avoid  a  contract, 
it  cannot  divest  an  estate  already  vested.  The  misre- 
presentation, though  made  before  the  prosecutor  was 
admitted,  was  made  after  he  had  been  elected;  and 
therefore  did  not  nullify  the  election.  [Blackburn  J. 
I  doubt  whether,  in  the  present  case,  the  prosecu- 
tor's election  was  complete  before  his  admission.  A 
mandamus  would  go,  after  election,  to  compel  admis- 
sion ;  and  I  am  disposed  to  think  that,  before  admission, 
a  quo  warranto  would  not  lie.     Crompton  J.     A  quo 
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warranto  might  lie,  before  the  admission  of  the  person 
elected,  if  another  person  than  he  was  admitted.]  The 
prosecutor's  election  was  in  no  way  influenced  by  the 
misrepresentation,  which,  if  it  amounted  to  fraud,  related 
to  matters  upon  which  Clarke  had  no  right  to  question 
the  prosecutor,  and  which  he  was  under  no  legal  obliga- 
tion to  Clarke  to  disclose  with  accuracy.  It  was  not, 
therefore,  such  fraud  as  to  invalidate  the  transaction; 
Vernon  v.  Keys  (a).  Fraud  on  matters  collateral  to  a 
contract  does  not  absolutely  avoid  the  contract ;  White 
V.  Garden  (6),  Feret  v.  HiU  {c).  Lastly,  the  issue  on  the 
second  plea  is  found  entirely  in  favour  of  the  prosecutor, 
and,  upon  that  finding  alone,  he  is  entitled  to  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  ;  he  having  been  removed  from  his  office 
at  a  meeting  of  which  he  had  no  notice,  to  which  he  was 
not  summoned,  and  which  he  had  no  opportunity  of 
attending  in  order  to  defend  himself;  Baggif  CaMe{i)^ 
Bex  V.  Gaskin  (e). 


Knotoles,  contriL  By  the  charter  of  the  Company, 
the  majority  of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants, 
present  at  the  time,  may  remove  an  Assistant  from  his 
office  for  ill  conduct,  or  for  any  other  just  and  reasonable 
cause.  And  the  charter  contains  a  proviso,  that  every 
election  of,  amongst  others,  any  Assistant,  contrary  to 
the  directions  or  restrictions  therein  mentioned,  shall  be 
void  and  of  no  effect.  It  then,  in  very  general  tends, 
gives  power  to  the  Company  to  make  bye-laws.  The  bye- 
law  in  dispute,  of  23rd  April,  1799,  does  not  go  beyond 
that  power.  Being  made  at  a  time  when  there  was  no 
Insolvent  Act  in  exbtence,  it  evidently  was  intended  to 


(a)  12  East,  632. 
(e)  16  a  B.  207. 


(•)  8  r.  R,  209. 


(h)  10  0.^919. 
{d)  lli7<p.  936. 
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exclude  .firom  the  office  of  Assistant  any  person  who 
was  or   had  been  in  insolvent  circumstances,  that  is, 
according  to  Parker  v.  Gossage  (a)  and  BiddUcomhe  v. 
Band  (i),  of  general  inability  to  pay  his  debts.     The 
prosecator^s  election  was  therefore  void,  by  reason  of  the 
proviso  in  the  charter ;  being  contrary  to  the  directions 
and  restrictions  contained  in  the  bye-law.    A  bye-law  is 
void  if  repugnant  to  the  charter,  Tucker  v.  Rex  (c) ;  but 
here  the  bye-law  is  in  strict  accordance  with  the  charter. 
The  material  question  is,  was  the  prosecutor  duly  quali- 
fied to  be  elected  ?     It  must  be  owned  that  the  bye-law 
in  terms  points  to  admission,  only,  as  that  for  which  insol- 
vency is  to  disqualify ;  but,  reading  the  bye-law  and  the 
proviso  in  the  charter  together,  the  meaning  must  be  that 
an  insolvent  person  is  not  to  be  elected.     Election  gives 
but  an  inchoate  right,  which  is  perfected  by  admission. 
The  next  issue  is,  whether  the  prosecutor  was  duly 
elected,  nominated  and  constituted  an  Assistant  of  the 
Company.     Now,  even  assuming  him  to  have  been  duly 
elected  and  nominated,  he  never  was  constituted  an  Assis- 
tant.   **  Constituted*'  must  have  some  meaning,  and  must 
refer  to  the  perfecting  of  election  by  admission.    But  in- 
asmuch as  the  prosecutor  obtained  his  admission  by  fraud, 
the  admission  was  invalid  and  voidable  by  the  defendants, 
who  did  in  fact  avoid  it  as  soon  as  they  discovered  the 
fraud.    The  fraud  bears  out  the  allegation  in  the  return, 
that  the  prosecutor  had  ill  conducted  himself.     Then, 
was  he  duly  in  and  entitled  to  hold  his  office?     He 
coold  be  so  only  by  being  duly  sworn  in  and  admitted, 
as  enjoined  by  the  charter.      The  title  to  every  office  is 
grounded  on  two  things ;  the  election  of  the  party,  and 

(«)  2  e.  3f.  #  R.  617.  (6)  4A,fE.  332. 

(e)  2  Bro.  P.  C.  304. 
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1860.  b>s  being  sworn  into  the  office ;  Rex  v.  ElUs  (a)  and 
The  Quskk"  Reffina  v.  Humphery  {b).  And  though  the  prosecutor 
SABOLBBa'  ^^'  ^®  facto,  sworn  in  and  admitted,  the  admission,  hav- 
Compwiy.  ing  been  obtained  bj  fraud,  must  go  for  nothing.  Next, 
assuming  the  prosecutor  to  have  been  duly  in  the  office^ 
the  defendants  had  power  to  remove  him  from  it  for  just 
and  reasonable  cause;  and,  if  the  Court  can  see  that  such 
cause  existed,  it  will  not  be  astute  to  defeat  the  removal 
on  the  ground  of  want  of  form  in  the  mode  of  procedure. 
The  question  whether  there  was  just  and  reasonable 
cause  depends  on  whether  or  not  the  disputed  bye- 
law  is  a  good  one.  The  bye-law  is  objected  to  by  the 
other  side  on  the  ground  that  it  is  in  contravention  of  the 
common  law.  But  every  bye-law  must,  to  some  extent, 
abrogate  what  was  before  of  common  right.  Moreover, 
the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  to  shew  that  insolvency 
does  not  disqualify  from  office,  at  common  law,  turned 
upon  the  particular  facts  in  each,  and  by  no  means  bear 
out  such  a  general  proposition.  And  the  fact  that,  here, 
the  election  of  the  prosecutor  as  an  Assistant  put  him 
in  the  way  of  being  made  Renter  Warden,  and,  as  such, 
entrusted  with  the  money  of  the  Company,  disqualiGed 
him,  as  being  an  insolvent,  from  remaining  an  Assistant, 
according  to  the  dicta  of  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.,  in  Rex  v. 
Mayor  ^c.  of  Liverpool  (c),  which  were  referred  to  on  the 
other  side.  [^Cochhurn  C.  J.  Althoiigh  he  might  be  ineli- 
gible on  that  ground,  as  Renter  Warden,  it  does  not 
follow  that  he  could  not  be  elected  an  Assistant]  Again, 
the  rule  that  a  bye-law  restricting  the  number  of  persons 
eligible  to  an  office  is  bad,  refers  only  to  a  restriction  of 
the  class  eligible;    the  limitation,  for  instance,  of  an 

(a)  0  East,  262,  n.  (a).  (b)  10  A,  j-  E,  336. 

(c)  2  Bwr,  723.  733. 
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oflke,  theretofore  open  to  all  members  of  a  trade^  to        }S60. 

aome  only.     Thus,  the  bye-law  which  was  held  bad  in     j^  n    ^ 

Rexw.  Tappenden  (a)  was  an  attempt  to  narrow  the  class  ▼• 

of  persons  who  might  be  taken  as  apprentices  by  the      Companj. 

freemen  of  a  Company,  by  the  custom  of  which  every 

person  who  had  served  an  apprenticeship  of  seven  years 

to  a  freeman  was  entitled  to  the  freedom.     But  it  does 

not  follow  that  a  bye -law  imposing  a  qualification  (for 

instance,  the  passing  an  examination,  or  the  possessing 

certain  acquirements,  or  the  being  approved  of)  on  the 

whole  of  a  class,  is  invalid.     Such  bye-laws  were  upheld 

in  Rex  v.  The  Colkge  of  Physicians  (i).  Rex  v.  Master^ 

jrc,  of  the  Company  of  Surgeons  (c).  Green  v.  Mayor  of 

Durham  {d).     The   Case  of  the  Tailors  of  Ipswich  (e) 

shews  the  limits  within  which  such  bye-laws  may  be 

made.     The  bye-law  in  the  present  case  is  a  reasonable 

regulation ;  for,  in  the  majority  of  instances,  insolvents 

and  bankrupts  are  not  fit  persons  to  hold  responsible 

oflBces;  and  ad  ea  quae  frequentius  accidunt  jura  adap- 

tantur.       Lastly,  the  defendants  having  removed   the 

prosecutor  for  a  reasonable  cause,  the  objection  that  the 

removal  was  informal,  because  he  was  not  summoned  to 

the  meeting  at  which  it  took  place,  ought  not  to  prevail. 

The  defendants  admit  that   the  prosecutor  ought,  in 

strictness,  to  have  had  notice  of  that  meeting;  but  the 

question  is,  whether  the  Court,  in  the  exercise  of  its 

discretion,  will  grant  him  a  peremptory  mandamus  if  of 

opinion  that,  though  improperly  removed  from  his  office, 

he  deserved  amotion.     Should  the  mandamus  go,   the 

prosecutor  may,  notwithstanding,  be  formally  removed 

(«)  3  East,  186.  (6)  7  7. 17.  282. 

(e)  2  Burr.  892.  (d)  1  Burr.  127. 

(#)lli?V.53. 
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de  novo  for  the  same  cause.  That  consideration  shews 
that  the  mandamus  ought  not  to  be  awarded;  Rex  v. 
TidderUy  (a),  Rex  v.  Mayor ^  tfe.^  of  Axbridge  (6),  Rex  ▼. 
Griffiths  (r),  Tapping  on  Mandamus^  p.  401. 


Gibbons^  in  reply.  Even  supposing  that  the  bje-Iaw 
is  good,  and  that  the  prosecutor's  fraud  was  so  directly 
connected  with  his  election  as  to  give  the  defendants 
just  and  reasonable  cause  to  remove  him,  they  still 
cannot  justify  the  manner  in  which  he  was  removed : 
for  they  were  not  competent  judges  in  their  own  cause, 
without  giving  him  an  opportunity  of  being  heard. 
The  material  allegation  in  the  writ  is  the  removal ;  it 
was  not  for  the  defendants  to  judge  of  the  prosecutor's 
title ;  Rex  v.  Lyme  Regis  {dy  The  prosecutor  having 
been  de  facto  elected  to  the  office,  and  having  accepted 
and  acted  in  it,  his  title  to  it  cannot  be  tried  by  a 
mandamus,  but  only  by  quo  warranto;  Frost  ▼•  The 
Mayor  of  Chester  {e).  As  was  said  by  Raymond  C.  J. 
in  Rex  v.  Hull  {f)^  **  in  cases  of  a  mandamus  where  there 
appears  the  least  right  for  the  plaintiff,  a  peremptory 
mandamus  must  go.*'  The  prosecutor's  misrepresentation 
of  the  true  state  of  his  circumstances,  however,  if  a  fraud 
on  the  defendants,  was  a  fraud  collateral  to  his  election 
and  admission,  which  it  therefore  did  not  affect ;  Mason 
V.  Diichboume  {g\  Stewart  v.  Aston  {h),  Feret  v.  Bin(t). 
But  the  bye-law  is  invalid.  In  Rex  v.  The  College  of 
Physicians  {j)  the   bye-laws  held   good  were   made  in 


(«>  Sid,  14. 
(c)  bB.^Ald.riM. 
(e)  5  £:.#«.  531. 
ig)  1  3f.  #  i?.  4fi0. 

(i)  l/i  Com.  B.207. 


(»)  CMop^fiSS. 

(d)  J  Ihuff.  79, 

if)  n  Mod.  390, 

(A)  SIri8kaL,Bep,S&. 

U)  7  r.  R.  282. 
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fiirtherance  of  the  objecU  of  the  College.     And  in  Rex        i860. 
T.  Master  Sfc.  of  Hie  Company  of  Surgeons  {a)  the  person     The  Qusix 
teeking  to  be  bound  an  apprentice  had  no  inchoate  right     Sj^|,J^nui> 
to  be  so:  whereas  the  present  prosecutor  had  an  inchoate      Comptny. 
right  to  admission  as  soon  as  he  was  elected.     The  bye- 
law  in  Green  v.  Mayor  of  Durham  (i)  related  merely  to 
the  mode  of  admission.     Here,  the  bye-law  narrows  the 
number  of  persons  eligible  as  Assistants  of  the  Company, 
and  on  that  ground  is  bad.     Lastly,  the  Court  has  no 
discretion  as  to  awarding  a  peremptory  mandamus  if  the 
return  is  insufficient.     All  that  the  Court  has  now  to 
try  is  the  sufficiency  of  the  return ;   Regina  v.  Mayor  of 
Norwich  (c),  Buckley  v.  Palmer  (d),  Comeths  Crown  Prac- 
tkcy  p.  236.     By  stat  9  Ann.  c.  20.  s.  2.,  ''in  case  a 
▼erdict  shall  be  found  for  the  person''  ''suing"  a  writ  of 
mandamus,  *'  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  shall  be 
granted  without  delay,  for  him**  "  for  whom  judgment 
diall  be  given.* 

CocKBOBN  C.  J.    I  am  of  opinion  that  the  prosecutor 

k  entitled  to  a  peremptory  mandamus.   It  appears  to  me 

that  the  bye-law,  which  is  said  to  disqualify  him  from 

holding  his  office,  is  bad.     It  is  not  necessary  to  go  the 

length  of  saying  that  where  a  corporate  body,  created 

by  charter,  imposes  some  qualification  for  office,  common 

to  all  the  members  of  the  constituent  body  alike,  in 

addition  to  the  qualifications  prescribed  by  the  charter, 

the  qualification  so  imposed  is  necessarily  bad,  although 

it  does  not  limit  the  area  of  eligibility  and  is  a  reasonable 

itgulation  under  all  the  circumstances.     Without  going 

that  length,  I  think  that  the  present  bye-law  is  bad  on 

(«)  2  Burr.  892.  {b)  1  Burr.  127. 

(e)  2Ld, Ba^m.  1244.  (d^  2  AUk,  490. 
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two  grounds.  First,  the  qualification  which  it  seeks  to 
impose  is  not  a  reasonable  one.  It  requires  that  every 
member  of  the  body  at  large  of  the  Company,  out  of 
which  the  Assistants  are  to  be  chosen,  shall,  in  order 
to  be  eligible  as  an  Assistant,  either  never  have  been 
bankrupt  or  insolvent,  or,  if  he  ever  has  been  so,  shall 
have  afterwards  paid  his  creditors  in  full,  or  have  estab- 
lished an  honourable  character  for  seven  years  subsequent 
to  his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency.  Now  I  think  that  that 
is  an  unreasonable  test  of  qualification.  Bankruptcy  or 
insolvency  may  be  perfectly  innocent,  the  result  of  mere 
misfortune  or  misadventure  in  business ;  and  a  bankrupt 
may  receive  a  first  class  certificate,  preserve  his  character 
unimpaired,  and  satisfy  his  creditors,  although  he  be 
unable  to  pay  twenty  shillings  in  the  pound.  It  seems  to 
me,  therefore,  to  be  unreasonable  to  lay  down  a  rule  that 
a  man  so  circumstanced  shall  be  necessarily  ineligible 
as  an  Assistant  of  the  Company,  or  eligible  only  after 
a  seven  years*  probation.  But  there  is  a  fault  in  the 
bye-law  which  is,  if  possible,  still  more  serious.  Even 
assuming  that  the  ground  of  disqualification  which*  it 
imposes  is  reasonable,  the  bye-law  has  the  defect  of 
making  the  disqualification  operate  against  admission 
merely,  and  not  also  against  election.  But  the  duty  of 
admitting  to  office  a  person  who  has  been  elected  to  it 
is  purely  ministerial ;  the  bye-law,  therefore,  if  it  could 
have  properly  made  insolvency  a  disqualification  at  all, 
should  have  made  it  a  disqualification,  not  for  admission, 
but  for  election.  The  electors  have  a  right  to  elect  any 
one  vvho  is  not  disqualified  for  election;  and,  when  an 
eligible  person  has  been  once  elected,  the  Court  of  the 
Company  have  no  other  duty  left  than  to  admit  hira  to 
the  office  to  which  he  has  been  so  elected.    Then,  as  to 
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the  second  ground  on  which  the  grant  of  this  mandamus        i860, 
has  been  resisted,  namely,  that  the  prosecutor  was  guiltj    The  Qucn 
of  a  corporate   offence,  for  which  he   is  liable  to  be      saddlvrs* 
removed  from  his  office,  in  knowingly  answering  falsely      Compan'r. 
the  questions,  as  to  his  solvency,  put  to  him  with  a  view 
to  his  admission,  it  is  unnecessary  to  decide  whether  this 
was  such  a  corporate  offence  as  would  justify  his  amotion. 
It  is  admitted  that  he  had  no  notice  of  his  intended 
amotion  on  this  ground.      He  therefore  had    not  the 
opportunity,  which  the  old  established  rule  in  such  cases 
requires  that  he  should  have  had,  of  being  heard  in 
explanation  of  the  matters  alleged  against  him.     With- 
oat  saying,  therefore,  whether  or  not  there  was  a  sufficient 
ground  for  his  amotion,  had  he  been  heard  and  been 
unable  to  explain  his  conduct  satisfactorily,  his  amotion 
was,  under  the  circumstances,  clearly  bad.  ^  I  am  there- 
&fe  of  opinion,  upon  both  points,  that  the  peremptory 
mandamus  ought  to  issue. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  This  is  an  application  for  a  mandamus 
to  restore  the  applicant  to  an  office  from  which  he  was 
removed  while  de  facto  in  possession  of  it,  on  the  ground 
of  alleged  misconduct  by  him  in  obtaining  it  by  fraud 
and  misrepresentation.  Without  determining  whether 
or  not  the  circumstances  presented  to  us  in  this  case 
shew  such  firaud  as  would  justify  the  amotion  of  a 
corporate  officer,  this  much  appears  clear,  that  the  appli- 
cant had  no  notice  of  the  proceedings  that  were  to  be 
taken  against  him,  and  therefore  had  no  opportunity  of 
explanation  and  defence.  I  agree  with  the  Lord  Chief 
Justice  that  opon  that  ground  the  peremptory  man- 
damns  ought  to  issue.  But  it  is  further  said  that  the 
applicant  never  was  in  the  office  at  all,  being  disqualified 
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1860.  from  holding  It  bj  the  bye-law  which  has  been  i 
The  QuxxH  Now  there  are  numerous  authorities,  which  were  cited 
Saddlibs'  dunng  the  argument,  and  to  which  I  need  not  again 
Oomfvkj.  refer,  to  shew  that  if  a  person  is,  although  disqualified, 
elected  and  actually  admitted  into  an  office,  the  only 
way  of  removing  him  is  by  quo  warranto,  and  that  the 
objection  that  he  never  ought  to  have  been  admitted 
cannot  be  taken  in  other  proceedings.  In  the  present 
case,  the  prosecutor  is  now  actually  in  his  office,  inaa* 
much  as  he  could  not  be  lawfully  amoved  from  it  without 
being  called  on  to  make  his  defence.  It  appears  to  me^ 
as  I  have  said,  that,  for  that  reason  alone,  a  peremptory 
mandamus  ought  to  be  awarded.  But  I  further  agree, 
also,  with  the  'Lord  Chief  Justice,  that  the  bye-law 
itself  cannot  be  supported.  It  seems  to  me  to  be  on* 
reasonable.  [His  Lordship  read  the  bye-law.]  It  ia  open 
to  the  objection,  mentioned  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
that  the  disqualification  which  it  imposes  goes  only  to 
the  admission,  not  to  the  election,  of  the  officer.  And 
it  unreasonably  prohibits  the  admission  of  a  man  who, 
though  he  has  been  bankrupt  or  insolvent,  has  satisfied  all 
his  creditors,  unless  he  has  paid  them  20#.  in  the  pound, 
although  he  may  have  behaved  most  honourably  and 
conscientiously  in  paying  them  it  may  be  19«.  or  19#.  6d. 
in  the  pound ;  and  although  those  who  elected  him  may 
have  considered  him  a  most  honourable  person.  For  all 
these  reasons,  I  am  of  opinion  that  a  peremptory  man- 
damus ought  to  be  awarded. 

Cromptom  J.  (who  had  been  absent  during  part  of 
the  argument).  I  merely  wish  to  say  that,  so  far  as  I 
have  heard  the  aigument,  I  entertain  a  strong  opinion  in 
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lavour  of  the  Crown;  but,  as  I  had  not  the  advantage        iggo, 
of  hearing  Mr.  KnowkSf  I  take  no  part  in  the  decision.       xh  Qvmmn 

▼. 

Saddlers' 
Blackburn  X     I  entirely  agree  with  the  judgment      Company. 

of  the  rest  of  the  Court     I  think  that  the  question  of 
the  validity  of  the  bye-law  settles  the  other  points  in 
the  case.   For  the  reasons  which  have  been  already  given, 
and  which  I  will  not  repeat,  I  think  that  it  was  beyond 
the  competency  of  the  body  corporate  to  impose  the  con- 
dition on  the  admission  of  the  prosecutor  to  office  which 
is  imposed  by  the  bye-law.     I  also  agree  that  the  prose- 
cutor, once  elected  and  admitted  to  office,  could  not  be 
amoved  without  notice  of  the  proceedings,  even  for  an 
offence  which  would  justify  his  amotion.     As  to  the 
objection  urged  by  Mr.  Knowles^  that,  supposing  the 
prosecutor  to  be  restored,  the  defendants  might,  upon 
what  appears  on  the  special  verdict,  proceed  to  remove 
him  in  a  formal  manner,  and  that  we,  therefore,  ought, 
in  the  exercise  of  our  discretion,  to  refuse  to  award  a 
peremptory  mandamus,  I  think  that  we  are  bound,  now 
that  by  a  recent  statute  (a)  error  can  be  brought  on  our 
judgment,  to  give  a  judgment  on  which  error  will  lie, 
aod  to  decide  whether  the  prosecutor  is  or  is  not  entitled 
to  a  peremptory  mandamus.     And  in  my  opinion  he  is 
K>  entided,  on  the  facts  before  us,  whether  or  not  he  has 
been  guilty  of  an  offence  which  will  justify  his  amotion 
hereafter;  a  point  on  which  I  express  no  opinion. 

Judgment  for  the  Crown,  that  a  peremp- 
tory mandamus  do  issue. 

(d)  StAt.  6  &  7  VicU  c.  67.  *.  2. 


72  [HILAKY  T£RM. 

[1861.] 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

JaitiiafyI2thO  (Error  from  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench), 

For  marginal    The  QuEEN,  CD  the  prosecution  of  Kay  Dinsdalb. 

note,  aee  ante,  -^  i  ^  » 

P*^  respondenti  against  the  Wardens  or  Keepers 

and    Assistants  of  the   Mystery  or    Art    of 
Saddlebs  of  the  City  of  London,  appellants. 

T^ROM  the  above  decision  the  defendants  appealed. 
The  case  was  argued  in  last  Michaelmas  Vaca- 
tion (a). 

Knawks  {Rochfort  Chrke  with  him)  argued  for  the 
appellants;  Gibboru  for  the  Crown.  Rochfort  Clarke^ 
by  leave  of  the  Court,  replied 

The  arguments  were  substantially  the  same  as  in  the 
Court  below. 

Martin  B.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court* 

This  was  a  mandamus  directed  to  the  Wardens  and 
Assistants  of  Tlie  Saddlers*  Company,  commanding  them 
to  restore  the  prosecutor,  Kay  Dinsdale,  to  the  place  of 
an  Assistant  upon  the  Court  of  the  Company.  The  writ 
recited  the  charter  of  King  Charles  II.,  incorporating 
the  Company^  which  gave,  inter  alia,  power  to  appoint 

(a)  TuMday,  November  27th,  and  Wedneeday,  November  28tb ;  before 
WUies  and  Keating  Js.,  Martin,  Channell  and  Wilde  '^«. 
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futore  Wardens  and  Assistants,  bj  election  and  admit- 
tance,  both  of  which  proceedings  are  expressly  mentioned 
in  the  charter ;  a  power  to  remove  Assistants  for  ill 
government  or  ill-conducting  him  or  themselves,  or  for 
any  other  just  or  reasonable  cause ;  and  a  power  to  make 
nich  bye-laws  as  should  seem  **  good,  useful,  honest,  and 
necessary,  accorcUng  to  their  sound  discretions,  for  the 
good  rule  jind  government  of  the  Wardens,  or  Keepers, 
and  freemen  and  commonalty  of  the  Mystery  or  Art,  and 
officers  and  minbters  of  the  same  Mystery  for  the  time 
being,"  and  to  declare  '*  in  what  way  or  order  the  afore- 
said W^ardens  or  Keepers,  freemen  and  commonalty, 
and  other  men  of  the  said  Mystery  or  Art,  should  use 
and  conduct  themselves  in  the  office,  ministry,  artifice, 
and  business  of  the  said  Mystery  or  Art,  and  otherwise 
for  the  public  good  and  general  utility,  and  safe  and 
quiet  government  of  the  said  M^'stery  or  Art;"  which 
bjre-laws  were  to  be  .observed  so  as  they  should  not  be 
repugnant  nor  contrary  to  the  laws  and  statutes  of  the 
Kingdom  of  England,  nor  the  provisions  of  the  charter, 
nor  to  the  custom  of  the  City  of  London,  nor  the  liberties, 
jurisdictions,  or  privileges  of  the  Mayor  and  Commonalty 
and  citizens  of  the  said  city.  The  writ  further  recited 
that  the  prosecutor  was  duly  qualified  to  be  and,  on  20th 
October,  1849,  was  duly  elected  and  admitted  as  an 
Assistant,  and  was  afterwards  by  the  defendants  wrong- 
fully removed. 

The  return,  in  substance,  alleged  that  the  charter  was 
not  fully  or  correctly  set  forth  in  the  writ,  and  that  it 
contained  a  provision  that  elections  of  Assistants  con* 
traiy  to  the  directions  of  the  charter  should  be  void. 
That  the  prosecutor  was  not  duly  qualified;  was  not 
duly  elected,  nominated,  or  constituted,  an  Assistant; 
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[1861.]      that  he  bad  ill-conducted  himself,  and  was  not  entitled 
TheQimwr'  ^  ^^'^   ^'*  oflBce;   that   there  was  just  cause  for  his 
Saddlkbs'     removal;  that  he  was  not  wrongfully  removed  or  without 
Company.     JQgt  cause;  that  the  Company  has  considerable  property, 
real  and  personal,  and  the  care  and  distribution  of  various 
charity  and  other  estates ;  that  the  Wardens  are  elected 
annually  by  ballot  from  the  Court  of  Assistants,  and  that, 
according  to  the   usual  course  and  routine,  a  person 
coming  upon  the  Court  would  be  elected  to  the  offices, 
first,  of  Renter  Warden,  an  officer  who  is  treasurer  of  the 
Company  and  has  the  receipt  of  the  rents  and  the  chaige 
and  custody  of  those  and  other  moneys  and  property  of 
the  Company,  and  performs  the  duties  of  the  office  in 
person ;  next,  that  of  Quarter  Warden,  an  officer  who 
receives  the  quarterage,  which  he  pays  over  to  the 
Renter  Warden ;  afterwards,  that  of  Key  Warden,  who 
has  the  care  of  the  common  seal  and  archives ;  and, 
finally,  that  of  Prime  Warden  and  Master,  who  presides 
at  meetings  of  the  Court  and  has  a  casting  vote :  after 
wUch  the  member  falls  back  into  the  Court.     That  the 
Assistants  manage   the  affairs  of  the   Company,  and 
control  the  expenditure,  and  the  grant  of  pensions  and 
relief  to  decayed  members,  and  have  the  general  govern- 
ment of  the  Company  and  the  trade;  possessing  and 
exercising,  inter  alia,  a  right  of  search  for  and  seizure  of 
deceitful- wares.     That  the  election  of  Assistants,  in  case 
of  vacancy,  is  made  from  the  Livery  according  to  seniority. 
In  cases  of  solvency  and  good  character,  the  office  is  held 
for  life ;  but,  in  case  of  misconduct  causing  unfitness^ 
or   other  sufficient  cause,  or  receiving  parochial  aid, 
or  petitioning  the  Court  for  relief,  the  Assistant  would 
no  longer  receive  a  summons  to  attend  the  Court.  That, 
should  an  Assistant  come  to  decay,  and  petition  for  relief 
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out  of  the  Company's  funds,  be  is  considered,  as  a  [1861.] 
matter  of  course,  to  cease  to  be  a  member  of  the  Court,  The  Qusin 
upon  receipt  of  his  first  quarter's  pension,  and  the  Saodlebs* 
▼acancy  so  caused  is  at  once  filled  up,  and  the  decayed  ^^P^X- 
member  falls  back  into  the  livery;  and  that  the 
lame  course  has  been  pursued  in  the  case  of  misconduct 
inToUing  unfitness  or  incompetency.  That,  on  23rd 
Aprils  1799,  a  bye-law  was  made,  in  pursuance  of  the 
power  in  the  charter,  which  bye-law  has  since  remained 
in  force,  and  b  in  these  words: — <'  Resolved,  that  no 
person  who  has  been  a  bankrupt  or  become  otherwise 
insolvent,  shall  hereafter  be  admitted  a  member  of  the 
Court  of  Assistants  of  this  Company,  unless  it  be  proved 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Court  that  such  person,  after 
his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  has  paid  and  satisfied  his 
creditors  the  whole  of  their  debts,  or  shall  have  estab- 
lished a  fair  and  honourable  character  for  seven  years 
subsequent  to  such  his  bankruptcy  or  insolvency,  to  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Court,  or  the  majority  of  them."  That 
the  prosecutor  procured  his  election  and  admittance  by 
fraudulently  representing  himself  to  be  solvent,  whereas 
he  was  in  fact  insolvent,  and  his  creditors  have  never 
received  payment,  except  of  a  dividend  of  2s,  8d.  in  the 
pound,  under  his  bankruptcy.  That  he  afterwards,  on 
30th  November,  1849,  was  adjudicated  bankrupt  in  respect 
of  a  debt  existing  at  the  time  of  his  false  representation 
of  solvency ;  which  bankruptcy  remains  in  force ;  and 
that  he  was,  at  a  subsequent  meeting  of  the  Court,  duly 
convened  and  held  before  the  issuing  of  the  mandamus, 
lawftilly  removed,  and  that  for  these  reasons  he  ought  not 
to  be  restored. 

The  prosecutor  pleaded  to  this  return  two  pleas.     The 
first  traversed  the  statement  in  the  return,  as  to  the  letters 
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patent  being  insufficiently  set  forth.  It  also  alleged,  in 
effect,  that  the  prosecutor  was  duly  qualified;  duly 
elected  ;  had  not  misconducted  himself;  was  duly  in  and 
entitled  to  the  office ;  that  there  was  no  just  cause  for  his 
removal ;  that  the  removal  was  wrongful  and  without  just 
cause ;  that  no  such  bye-law  was  made  or  in  force  at  the 
times  when,  &c. ;  that  the  prosecutor  did  not  make  the 
false  and  fraudulent  statement  alleged ;  that  he  was  duly 
elected  and  admitted,  and  not  through  any  fraud;  that  the 
meeting  of  the  Court  at  which  he  was  removed  was  not 
duly  convened ;  and  that  he  was  not  removed  and  did  nut 
cease  to  be,  but  at  the  time  of  teste  of  the  writ  was,  and 
still  is,  an  Assistant,  and  entitled  to  be  admitted  thereto. 
The  second  plea  alleged,  that  the  prosecutor  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  holding  of  the  Court  at  which  he  was  re- 
moved, an  Assistant,  and  entitled  to  be  summoned,  but 
that  he  was  not  summoned  thereto,  and  had  not  notice 
nor  any  opportunity  of  attending  thereat 

Upon  these  pleas  the  defendants  took  issue. 

It  may  have  been  observed  that  the  return,  in  so  fieir 
as  it  states  the  manner  and  routine  in  which  th^  Wardens 
are  elected,  their  duties  with  respect  to  the  moneys  of 
the  Company,  and  the  insolvency  and  bankruptcy  of  the 
prosecutor,. is  not  traversed,  and  that  those  statements, 
if  material,  are  admitted  for  the  purposes  of  the  cause. 

At  the  trial  a  special  verdict  was  found,  the  material 
points  of  which  may  be  stated  as  follows.  It  finds  the 
charter,  a  copy  of  which  in  the  Latin  is  annexed,  and 
also  the  bye-law  in  the  terms  stated  in  the  return.  It 
states  that  a  person  holding  the  office  of  Assistant 
"  might,  by  reason  of  his  being  in  such  office,  be  elected 
to  the  office  of  Renter  Warden,  which  last  mentioned 
office  was  an  office  of  trust,  and  the  person  for  the  time 
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being  holding  the  said  last  mentioned  office  might,  by  [1861.] 
Tirtae  of  such  office,  receive  large  sums  of  money  The  Qubih 
belonging  to  the  said  Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  sj^ddlm^ 
Assistants,  and  which  moneys  had  to  be  applied  for  Company. 
charitable  purposes  and  otherwise.^  It  further  appears, 
from  the  verdict,  that  the  prosecutor  was,  on  23rd 
Aprils  1849,  in  due  form  elected  an  Assistant  by  a 
preliminary  resolution,  which  was  in  due  form  confirmed 
OQ  25th  July  following.  That,  on  24th  September,  he 
made  a  representation  to  the  clerk  and  agent  of  the 
Company  that  he  was  solvent :  that,  in  consequence  of 
snch  statement,  he  was,  on  16th  October,  informed  of  his 
election,  and  summoned  to  attend  a  Court  on  the  20th 
of  the  same  month,  which  he  did  accordingly,  and  was 
then  sworn  in  and  acted  and  received  his  fee  as  an 
Assistant ;  and  that  he  was  again  summoned  to  attend, 
and  attended,  a  Court  on  6th  November,  when  he  also 
received  his  fee  and  acted  as  an  Assistant.  That,  on 
the  30th  of  the  same  month,  he  was  adjudicated  bank- 
nipt.  That,  on  20th  December,  at  a  meeting  of  Assist- 
ants held  without  any  summons  or  notice  to  the  pro- 
secutor, or  opportunity  of  his  attending,  but  in  other 
respects  regular,  he  was  expelled.  As  to  the  qualifica- 
tion of  the  prosecutor  for  the  office,  the  verdict  finds 
that,  at  the  time  of  the  first  resolution  for  his  election, 
ind  from  thence  virtually  up  to  and  at  the  time  of  his  ^ 

illegal  removal,  he  was  in  insolvent  circumstances  and 
unable  to  pay  his  creditors  20s,  in  the  pound,  and, 
during  all  such  time,  the  said  Kay  Dinsdale  then  owed 
large  sums  of  money,  on  judgments  and  otherwise,  to 
divers  persons,  which  debts  have  always  remained  unpaid 
and  unsatisfied ;  but  he  was,  in  other  respects,  duly 
qualified  to  be  elected  an  Assistant.     As  to  the  alleged 
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[1861.]  fraud,  the  verdict  finds  that  the  prosecutor  did,  after  the 
The  QusBH  P^^DR  of  the  resolution  of  23rd  April,  but  before  it  was 
Saddlers'  communicated  to  him,  to  wit  on  24lh  September,  1849, 
Company.  Jq  answer  to  an  inquiry  which  Giles  Clarke,  then  being 
the  agent  in  that  behalf  of  the  defendants,  made  of 
him  as  to  his  solvency,  represent  and  state  to  the  said 
Giles  Clarke,  then  being  the  clerk  and  agent  as  aforesaid 
of  the  defendants,  that  he  was  then  quite  as  solvent  aa 
any  man  of  the  Court,  and  able  to  pay  his  creditors  20^. 
in  the  pound,  whereas,  in  truth,  he  then  was,  and  thence 
hitherto  has  been,  insolvent,  and  he  was  then  laigelj 
indebted  to  divers  persons  in  large  sums  of  money,  and 
was  wholly  unable  to  pay  his  creditors  20#.  in  the  pound, 
as  he  then  well  knew,  and  the  said  creditors  never  were 
paid  their  said  debts,  or  any  part  thereof,  except  a  small 
dividend  of  2#.  8d,  in  the  pound,  which,  and  no  more, 
after  great  delay,  was  paid  to  the  said  creditors  under  the 
bankruptcy  mentioned  in  the  return ;  and  that,  '^  by  means 
of  the  said  false  and  fraudulent  representations,  the  said 
Kay  Dinsdale  induced  and  procured  the  said  then 
Wardens,  or  Keepers,  and  Assistants,  to  admit  him  to 
the  said  office  aforesaid."  That  the  said  Giles  Clarke^ 
as  such  clerk  and  agent  as  aforesaid,  after  the  making  of 
the  said  representations,  and  in  consequence  thereof, 
caused  the  prosecutor  to  be  summoned  to  attend  the 
^  meetings  which  it  is  alleged  he  attended,  and  caused  the 

fiict  of  the  election  to  be  communicated  to  him.  That 
the  said  representations  were  not  communicated  by  the 
said  Giles  Clarke  to  the  Court  of  the  Company  nntil 
20th  October,  1849,  which  was  the  first  Court  held  after 
they  were  made,  and  was  the  Court  at  which  the  pro- 
secutor was  admitted. 

Upon  this  special  verdict  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench 
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gare  judgment  for  the  prosecutor,  and  awarded  a  per- 
emptory mandamus.  The  case  was  thereupon,  by  the 
proceeding  substituted  for  a  writ  of  error,  brought  into 
this  Court,  and  it  was  argued  before  us  at  the  Sittings 
after  last  Term,  when  we  took  time  to  consider. 

The  first  and  great  question  is  as  to  the  validity  of  the 
bje-law.  The  objections  made  to  it  were,  first,  that  it 
was  beyond  the  powers  of  the  Court  of  Assistants; 
secondly,  that  it  was  void,  because  of  the  provisions  of 
Stat.  19  jET.  7.  c.  7.;  and  lastly,  that,  if  not,  it  was  bad  in 
ibrm,  as  being  directed  against  admittance  only  and  not 
election. 

The  first  objection,  if  valid,  must  be  so  either  because 
of  the  bankruptcy  or  insolvency  of  a  freeman  being  in 
itself  an  unreasonable  ground  of  disqualification  for  the 
oflfice  of  Assistant,  or  because   of  a  violation  of  the 
<^harter  in   unduly  limiting  the  class  from  whom   the 
^election  of  Assistants  is  to  be  made.     Upon  full  con- 
sideration, however,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  bank- 
^Xiptcy  or  insolvency  docs  not  constitute  an  unreasonable 
aground  of  disqualification  for   the  office   of  Assistant, 
^^^ot  only  is  the  office  in  itself  one  of  trust  and  c6nfi- 
^^ence,  but  it  leads,  almost  as  a  matter  of  course,  to  the 
^^^ffice  of  Renter  Warden,  the  holder  of  which  is  the 
treasurer  and  keeps  the  purse ;  and  it  seems  to  us  but 
^^easonable   that  persons    interested    in  the   prosperity 
^ind  honour  of  the  Company  should  desire  that  the 
custody  of  its  money  should  be  not  only  trustworthy, 
l>Qt  safe  beyond  the  risk  of  temptation,  aiMl  that  the 
conduct  of  its  affairs  should  not  be  in  the  hands  of  thoee 
who  have  shewn  themselves  to  be  presumably  incompe- 
tent to  the  prudent  management  of  their  own.     It  is 
true  that  persons  do  sometimes  become  bankrupt  and 
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[1861.]      UMoIvent  without  miscondact,  and  even  withoot  impra- 

TbeQusn    dence,  but  the  great  mass  of  bankruptcy  and  insolvency 

Savdlum'     w  to  be  traced  to  one  or  other  of  these  causes;  and  bye- 

Ccn^ukj.      laws  must  be  considered  as  subject  to  the  general  maxim 

that  laws  ought  to  be  adapted  to  meet  cases  of  oidinary 

occurrence,  and  ought  not  to  be  pronounced  bad  because, 

in  rare  and  exceptional  instances,  they  may  work   a 

hardship. 

With  respect  to  the  authorities  cited  on  this  point, 
they  do  not,  in  our  opinion,  touch  it.  That  of  Rex  y. 
The  Mayor  If c.  of  Liverpool  {a)aTose  upon  the  common  law, 
and  not  upon  a  bye-law,  which  must  necessarily  superadd 
something  to  the  common  law,  other\Tise  it  would  be 
idle.  Indeed,  bankruptcy  was  unknown  to  the  common 
law,  and  is  the  creation  of  comparatively  modem  statutes. 
The  other  cases  turned  upon  the  construction  of  par- 
ticular statutes  relating,  one  of  them  to  municipal  cor- 
porations and  the  other  to  County  Courts,  and  they 
have  equally  little  application. 

Next,  as  to  the  question  whether  the  bye-law  unduly 
restricts  the  eligible  class,  in  violation  of  the  provisions 
of  the  charter;  we  must  observe  that  there  is  a  dis- 
tinction in  this  respect  between  bye-laws  which  exclude 
a  class  of  persons  from  an  oflSce  to  which  by  the  charter 
they  are  eligible,  and  those  which  only  ascertain  a  cri- 
terion of  fitness  such  as,  having  regard  to  the  object  of 
the  charter,  is  a  just  and  reasonable  one.  The  former 
class  is  void,  the  latter  valid ;  and  it  is  within  this  class  that 
the  bye-law  in  question,  in  our  opinion,  falls.  The  law 
is,  in  this  respect,  correctly  stated  in  Mr.  Frazer^B  learned 
note  to  The  Case  of  CorporatioM  (£).     See  also  Greem 

(a)  2  Burr.  72S.  {b)  KBtp.TBu. 
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T.  Mayer  of  Durham  (a).  The  second  objectioD,  founded        I860, 
upon  Stat.  19  IL  7.  c,  7.,  is  disposed  of  by  reference  to     TheQuBaT 
the  decisions   upon  the  construction   of  that  statute,      gADDLKRi* 
stoted  in  2  Kydd^  108,  from  which  it  appears  that,  although      Company. 
t  penalty  may  be  incurred  by  the  persons  who  make  a 
bye-law  without  the  approval   therein   directed   to  be 
obtained,  yet   the   bye-law  itself,   made  without  such 
ipproval,  is  not  invalid. 

We  proceed  to  consider  whether  the  last  objection, 
pointed  to  the  form  of  the  bye-law,  is  fatal     That  ob- 
jection is,  that  the  bye-law  professes  to  invalidate  the 
admittance  only,  and  therefore   impliedly  permits   the 
election,  by  which  it  is  alleged  that  the  right  to  admit- 
tance is  vested,  and  after  which  it  is  said   that   the 
admittance  is  merely  ministerial.     The  whole  weight  of 
this  argument  rests  upon  the  assumption  that  the  bye- 
law  uses  the  words  ^*  be  admitted  a  member  of  the  Court 
of  Assistants"  in  the  same  restricted  sense   in  which 
the  phrase  *'  ad  executionem  oflScii  sui  admittatur"  is 
employed  in  the  charter,  as  pointing  to  an  admittance 
after  an  election.     Now  assuming,  for  argument's  sake, 
that  the  bye-law,  if  so  read,  would  be  inoperative,  as  to 
^hich  we  give  no  opinion,  still,  the  question  whether  it 
is  to  be  so  read  depends  upon  whether  any  other  reason- 
able construction  can  be  put  upon  its  language,  so  as  to 
loake  it  operative ;  and,  if  so,  whether  the  Court  ought 
to  construe  a  bye-law  like  a  plea  in  estoppel,  or  whether 
We  ought  not  to  put  upon  it  such  a  construction  as,  if 
poeaible,  to  make   it  effectual.     Now  the   bye-law  is, 
certainly,  capable  of  a  different  construction  from  that 
put  upon  it  by  the  prosecutor's  counsel ;  for,  according 

(fl)  1  Burr.  127;  8,  C.  Ld,  J^«i.612. 
TOL.  IIL  Q  E.   &   B. 
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to  the  ordinary  use  of  language,  a  law  that  a  person  shall 
not  ''be  admitted  a  member*'  means  that  he  shall  be 
excluded  from  becoming  so  by  any  of  the  means  conducive 
thereto ;  whether  by  election,  admittance  after  election,  or 
otherwise.  Indeed,  when  it  is  considered  that,  in  this 
case,  the  functions  of  election  and  admittance  are  per- 
formed by  the  same  body,  it  seems  unreasonable  to  draw 
a  distinction  between  a  rejection  thereby  at  the  election, 
and  a  refusal  thereby  of  admittance  after  election ;  both 
processes  taken  together  constituting  in  &ct  the  person's 
being  admitted  a  member.  It  is  sufficient,  however^  to 
say  that  the  construction  above  suggested  is  one  of 
which  the  bye-law  is  capable,  and  which  it  ought  to 
receive,  according  to  the  familiar  rule  of  construction 
that  instruments  should  be  so  construed  as  that  they  may 
stand  good,  rather  than  be  defeated.  That  this  rule  is 
applicable  to  bye-laws  sufficiently  appears  from  the  case 
of  The  PauUeri  Company  v.  Phillips  (a).  The  bye-law, 
read  in  the  sense  thus  explained,  and  enforced,  rendered 
invalid  both  the  election  and  admittance  of  the  prose- 
cutor,  by  reason  of  his  insolvency ;  and,  if  this  were  a 
proceeding  against  him  by  quo  warranto,  we  must  have 
given  judgment  for  the  Crown,  by  reason  of  suck  his 
disqualification.  It  was,  however,  agreed  that  the  ques- 
tion  raised  by  the  present  proceedings  was  different  from 
that  which  would  have  arisen  upon  a  quo  warranto, 
because  the  prosecutor  had  actually  been  admitted  and 
had  seisin  of  the  office  before  his  removal;  and  that, 
inasmuch  as  the  removal  took  place  without  his  having 
an .  opportunity  of  being  heard  in  his  own  defence^  it 
was  inoperative,  and,  so,  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  restored ; 


(a)  C  Bing,  N.  C.  314. 
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and  can  only  be  removed,  if  at  all,  either  by  quo  war-        1860. 
ranto,  or  by  a  regnlarly  constituted  meeting  of  the  Court    The  Quexv 
of  Assistants,  at  which  he  may  have  an  opportunity  of     s^ppieas' 
being  heard.     We  assent  to  this  argument  in  so  far  as      Company. 
it  asserts  that  the  proceedings  at  the  meeting  of  20th 
December  were  inoperative  to  remove  the  prosecutor  as 
for  a  corporate  offence,  adjudicated  upon  by  dismissal, 
pursuant  to  the  charter.    We  also  think  that  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  prosecutor  was  well  founded   in   hid 
contention  that  a  corporate  offence  not  constituting  a 
disqualification  de  facto,  committed,  afler  election,  by  a 
person  otherwise  well  qualified,  could  not  be  relied  upon 
in  the  return  to  a  mandamus  to  restore,  without  shewing 
an  expulsion,  in  consequence  of  such  offence,  after  the 
prosecutor  had  had   an   opportunity  of   being  heard. 
This  is  obviously  reasonable,  because  the  person  accused 
might,  if  heard,  put  forward  an  excuse  which  the  Court 
of  Assistants,  proceeding  to  consider  the  question,  it  may 
be  less  rigorously  than  would  a  strictly  judicial  tribunal, 
might  in  their  judgment  deem  sufficient ;  or  he  might 
prove  such  circumstances  as  would  induce  them  to  over* 
look  the  offence  and  abstain  from  removing  him.     Such 
a  course  of  reasoning  is,  however,  inapplicable  to  a  case 
like  the  present,  in  which  the  prosecutor  appears  to  have 
been,  from  the   beginning,  disqualified  by  a  bye-law, 
forming  as  much  part  of  the  constitution  of  the  Company 
as  does  its  charter,  and  where  the  Court  of  Assistants 
could  not,  consistently  with  their  duty,  waive  that  dis- 
qualification,  or  do  otherwise  than  expel   him.     The 
distinction  between  such  a  case  and  that  first  put  is 
obvious.  It  is  also  plainly  distinguishable  from  that  which 
arises  where,  upon  a  mandamus  to  elect,  the  Corporation 
o  2 
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1860.  returns  that  the  oflSce  is  already  full,  so  as  to  put  it  upon 
TheQuBEir  ^^®  applicant  to  try  the  question  in  a  proceeding  against 
Saddlkbs'  ^^®  person  really  interested.  We  should  be  very  slow  to 
Company,  allow  the  prerogative  writ  of  mandamus  lo  issue,  ordering 
the  restoration  to  office  of  a  person  not  qualified  to  hold 
it,  or  to  discharge  its  duties ;  who  ought  never  to  have 
been  elected,  and  who  never  would  have  been  elected 
but  for  a  mistake  of  fact  on  the  part  of  the  electors.  It 
might  well  be  held,  and  not  inconsistently  with  any 
authority  cited,  that  the  maxim  ^'  error  facti  non  nocet'* 
governs  the  case,  and  decides  it  in  favour  of  the  defen- 
dants. It  is,  however,  unnecessary  to  dispose  of  the 
case  on  this  ground,  because  the  only  circumstance  which 
could  be  plausibly  relied  upon  as  making  a  proceeding 
by  quo  warranto  necessary,  was  the  admittance  de  facto ; 
it  being  clear  that  the  insufficiency  of  the  election  would 
be  a  good  answer  to  a  mandamus  to  admit,  even  if  it  be 
not  so  to  a  mandamus  to  restore:  see  Rexi.  Williams  {a). 
And  in  our  opinion  the  argument  for  the  defendants 
was  successful  to  shew  that  any  effect  of  the  ad- 
mittance in  this  case  was  defeated  by  the  falsehood 
whereby  it  was  obtained.  To  this  argument  several 
answers  were  put  forward  on  the  part  of  the  prosecution. 
First,  it  was  said  that  the  misrepresentation  was  a  mere 
falsehood  as  to  something  collateral  or  immaterial.  This 
depends  upon  whether  the  bye-law  was  valid,  and  it  is 
disposed  of  by  our  decision  in  the  affirmative.  In  each 
of  the  cases  referred  to  under  this  head,  except  Stewart 
V.  Aston  (ft),  the  Court  held  that  the  misrepresentation 
was  not  of  a  fact  **  dantis  causam  contractui^  but  of 
collateral  matter.  In  the  tase  of  Stewart  v.  Aston  {b%  the 

(a)  8  J?,  ^  C  681.  (b)  8  Irish  C,  L,  Rep,  35. 
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toarginal  note  of  which  is  incorrect,  a  consideration  had 
actually  passed,  and  was  retained  by  the  defendant,  so 
that  he  was  not  in  a  position  to  avoid  the  deed  upon  the 
ground  of  fraud ;  see  Clarke  v.  Dixon  (a).  In  the  present 
case,  as  the  bye-law  was  valid,  the  statement  of  solvency 
was  relevant  and  material  to  the  question  of  admittance, 
and  was  the  direct  cause  and  occasion  thereof.     Next,  it 
was  said,  that  the  finding  in  the  special  verdict  that  the 
admittance  was  procured  by  means  of  a  representation 
which  the  verdict  designates  as  **  false  and  fraudulent," 
ooght  not  to  be  acted  upon,  because   at  the  time  of 
making  it  the  prosecutor  did  not  know  of  his  election. 
To  this,  however,  the  answer  is  plain,  that  he  knew 
he  might  be  elected,  and  made  the  statement,  knowing 
it  to  be  false,  to  the  agent  of  the  electoral  body ;  and 
that  when  that  statement  was  reported  to  them  at  the 
Court  of  20th  December^  where  he  was  admitted,  he  ac- 
cepted and  acted  upon  the  admittance,  which,  as  he  must 
then  have  known,  proceeded  upon  the  faith  of  his  state- 
ment being  true.     These  circumstances,  simply,  warrant 
the  conclusion  that  he  procured  his  admittance  by  false- 
hood and  fraud.  Lastly,  it  was  argued  that,  even  assuming 
the  admittance  to  have  been  procured  by  ftaud  of  the 
prosecutor,  yet  the  office  became  vested  in  him,  and 
could  not  be  divested  by  reason  of  the  fraud.     For  this 
proposition  were  cited   the   cases   of  Feret  v.  Hill  {b\ 
where  the  misrepresentation  was  held  to  be  collateral 
and  not  to  go  to  the  root  of  the  contract,  and  Stewart  v. 
Atton  (c),  where,  as  already  pointed  out,  it  was  impos- 
sible to  place  the  parties  in  statu  quo.     In  neither  of 
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1860.  those  cases  was  it  decided  that  fraud  may  not  invalidate 
The  QusxiT  •  transfer  of  land  equally  as  one  of  goods,  where  the 
Saddlbm'  parties  can  be  put  in  statu  quo  by  simply  avoiding  the 
Company,  transaction,  and  the  election  to  avoid  it  is  made  by  the 
party  defrauded  within  a  reasonable  time  after  the  dis- 
covery of  the  fraud,  and  before  a  right  has  been  created 
in  any  third  party.  And,  in  whatever  manner  th& 
question  thus  stated  ought  to  be  decided,  there  is  a 
wide  difference  between  a  conveyance  of  land  which  by 
the  policy  of  the  law  must  be  vested  in  some  one,  and 
the  creation  of  a  personal  right  incapable  of  transfer, 
such  as  the  office  of  Assistant.  A  much  closer  analogy 
is  found  in  the  case  of  judgments  and  other  proceedings 
in  Courts  of  justice,  obtained  by  fraud  upon  the  Court. 
These  might  be  treated  as  void  in  a  collateral  proceeding 
without  any  writ  of  deceit,  where  that  process  existed, 
and  without  any  application  to  the  Court  to  set  them 
.  aside.  Instances  of  this  will  be  found,  as  to  a  fine,  in 
FermarU  Case  (a) ;  as  to  a  judgment,  in  PhilipsonY.  Lord 
Egremant  {b) ;  and  as  to  a  decree,  in  Earl  of  Bandon  v. 
Becker  (c). 

We  are  therefore  of  opinion  that  the  objection  as  to 
the  effect  of  .the  admittance  is  not  open  to  the  prosecutor  ; 
and  in  so  deciding  we  act  upon  the  plain  principle  that 
^^it  is  not  reasonable  that  one  should  take  advantage  of 
bis  own  wrong,  and  if  the  law  should  give  him  such 
power  the  law  would  be  the  cause  and  occasion  of 
wrong"  {d). 

We  have  thus  disposed  of  all  the  questions  affecting 
the  merits  of  the  case ;   and  it  only  remains  for  us  to 

(a)  3  Bep.  11  a,  (ft)  6  ft  B,  687. 

(c)  Sa.fF,  479,  (d)  6 Rep,  90b. 
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direct   bow  the    verdict  should  be   entered    upon  the        I860, 
issues  in  point  of  form.  The  Qusra 

It  is  right  here  to  notice  that  the  special  verdict  is     saddlerb' 
drawn  in  the  old  form,  with  much  unnecessary  prolixity.      Company. 
instead  of  in  a  simple  and  more  compendious  form,  after 
finding  the  facts,  stating  that  the  jury  are  ignorant  how, 
upon  such  facts,  the  issues  ought  to  be  found;  praying  the 
advice  of  the  Court ;  and  stating  that  they  find  according 
to  its  judgment :  or,  if  it  be  desired  to  narrow  the  question 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  form  adopted  in  Mowatt 
V.  lAfrd  Londesborough  {a)  may  be  resorted  to.     We 
impute  no  blame  to  the  gekitlemen  who  prepared  the 
special  verdict  in  the  present  form,  for  which  there  are 
no  doubt  numerous  precedents;    but  we  trust  that  in 
future  a  shorter  form  will  be  adopted  in  practice.     As  to 
the  first  plea,  the  substantial  part  of  it  must,  according 
to  our  judgment,  be  found  for  the  defendants.     The 
traverse  as  to  the  charter  being  insuflBciently  set  out 
ia  the   mandamus  ought  to  be    treated   as  a   distinct 
issue  in  denial  of  the  charter  alleged,  and  found  for 
the  prosecutor.     So  ought  the  traverse  as  to  the  prose- 
cutor having  been  duly  elected,  because,  upon  these 
pleadings,  the  issue  as  to  the  election  is  simply  whether 
it  was  done  in  point  of  form ;  the  due  qualification  of 
the  prosecutor  being  the  subject  of  distinct  averment  in 
the  mandamus,  return  and  plea.     We   must  for  this 
purpose  treat  the  issue  as  divisible,  for  the  second  Com- 
mon Law  Procediure  Act  puts  the  pleadings  in  manda- 
mus, after  the  return,  upon  the  same  footing  as  those  in 
an  ordinary  action.     As  to  the  residue  of  the  first  plea, 
the  judgment  of  Lord  Wensleydale  in  Lush  v.  Russell  (b) 

(tf)  4  £1  #  B,  1.  (A)  6  Exch.  203. 
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is  conclusive  to  shew  that,  in  our  view  of  the  substantial 
question,  the  finding  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

As  to  the  second  plea,  it  is  either  sustainable,  in  point 
of  law,  on  the  ground  that  the  averment,  that  the  prose- 
cutor was  an  Assistant,  and  entitled  to  attend  the  meeting 
of  20th  December^  is  an  implied  traverse  of  that  part  of 
the  return  which  we  have  held  to  be  an  answer  to  the 
mandamus ;  and,  as  that  averment  is  disproved,  the  plea 
fails ;  or,  if  that  averment  is  not  to  be  so  construed,  the 
plea  is  insuflBcient  in  point  of  law,  and  then,  in  order  to 
entitle  the  prosecutor  to  a  verdict  thereupon,  it  was 
necessary  to  prove  all  the  averments.  In  either  vicw^  the 
verdict  upon  that  issue  must  be  for  the  defendants. 

The  result  is,  that  we  reverse  the  judgment  of  the 
Queen*s  Bench  and  give  judgment  for  the  defendants. 

Judgment  reversed. 


The  judgment  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  was 
aflSrmed,  and  that  of  the  Exchequer  Chamber  was 
reversed,  in  the  House  of  Lords,  on  28th  Jult/j  1863. 
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The  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  Parish  of  St.  w-ednesday, 

June  6th. 
BOTOLPH  WITHOUT  AlDGATE,  appellants,  against  Saturday, 

the  Board  of  Works  for  the  Whitechapbl 
District,  respondents. 


CASE  stated  by  a  Metropolitan  Police  Maeistrate,  BjTheMe- 
•^  *  o  »   tropolis  Man- 

under  8taL  20  &  21   Vict  C.  43.  agement  Act, 

On  17th  February,  1858,  the  said  overseers,  the  appel-   Vict!c.  120. 

Iant8,were  summoned  to  appear  on  24th  February,  1858,  metropoUtM^ 

before  the  magistrate,  at  the  Police  Court,  Arbour  Square,  f^^'^oj^^'^ 

in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and  within  the  Metropolitan  ^^®'  ^^  *^ 
•^  *^  to  require  the 

Police  District:   For  that  the  Board  of  Works  for  the  overseers  of 

the  several 
^/it^Aa/7e/ district,  by  an  order  under  their  seal,  bearing  parishes  in 

,  the  district  to 

date  2nd  March,  1857,  directed  to  Henry  Grant  Baker  levy  and  pay 

and  Charles  McLachlan,  did  require  them,  as  the  over-  Board  the 

sums  which 
it  requires  for 
definying  the  expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  Act ;  distinguishing,  in  such  order,  the 
nuns  required  for  sewerage  expenses  from  those  required  for  other  expenses  under  the 
Act.  By  sect  159,  if  it  appears  to  the  Board  that  all  or  part  of  the  expenses  for  defraying 
which  the  order  is  made  nave  been  incurred  for  the  special  benefit  of  part,  or  not  for  the 
tqnal  benefit  of  the  whole,  of  the  district,  the  order  may  direct  the  sums,  or  part  of  them, 
t^joired  to  be  levied,  to  be  levied  in  the  part  of  the  district  specially  benefited,  or  may 
exempt  any  part  of  the  district  from  the  levy,  or  require  a  less  rate  to  be  levied  thereon, 
uthe  circumstances  may  require;  and  if  in  the  judgment  of  the  Board  an  entire  parish 
i<  entitled  to  exemption,  no  order  need  be  made  on  such  parish. 

Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  Act  is  to  substitute  districts  for  the  parishes  of  which  they 
IR  composed,  for  all  purposes  of  management,  taxation  and  expendit  ure ;  not  for  pur- 
poses of  management  only.  That  the  rates  leviable  in  the  component  {parishes  under  the 
orders  of  a  District  Board*  are  raised  for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  district,  though  appor- 
tioned between  the  parishes.  That,  prima  facie,  the  rates  ought  to  be  apportioned 
Iwtveen  the  parishes  according  to  their  respective  rateable  value,  and  not  according  to 
the  outlay  in  them  respectively;  subject  to  allowances,  at  the  discretion  of  the  Board, 
ffl  eifies  falling  within  sect.  159.  That  an  order  of  a  District  Board  on  a  parish,  distin- 
goishlDtr  between  the  sums  required  for  sewerage  and  for  other  expenses,  is  good  under 
Met.  158,  and  is  final,  if  made  by  the  Board  after  an  impartial  exercise  of  the  discretion 
given  to  it  by  sect.  159 ;  the  decision  of  the  Board,  so  arrived  at,  as  to  the  amount  proper 
<o  be  required  from  a  parish,  being,  even  if  erroneous,  conclusive. 
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1860.       seers  of  the  parish  of  Sl  Boiolph  without  Aldgate^  in  the 
Oveweere  of   couDtj  of  Middlesex^  to  levy  and  pay  over  to  the  treasurer 

and  by  the  instalments  therein  mentioned.  And  for 
that  default  had  been  made  in  payment  of  the  said 
several  sums  in  manner  directed  by  such  order. 

The  said  complaint  was  made  under  the  provisions  of 
Stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  120.     [The  case  then  set  out  a 
copy  of  the  order  of  2nd  March^  1857  ;  which  contained 
a  notice  that  the  sum  of  141/.  Os.  M,^  part  of  the  said 
sum  of  564/.  1^.,  was  required  for  defraying  expenses 
of  constructing^  altering,  maintaining  and  cleansing  the 
sewersy  or  otherwise  connected  with  sewerage  within  the 
said  district ;  and  that  the  sum  of  423/.  Os.  9d.,  the  re- 
maining part  of  the  said  sum  of  564/L  Is.,  was  required 
for  defraying  other  expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  said 
Act  within  the  said  district.     The  order  also  contained 
the  following  note.     ^^  The  overseers,  having  levied  the 
amount  of  the  above  order  in  the  manner  directed  by 
the  161st  section  of  stat  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.^  are  re- 
quired by  the  same  section  to  pay  to  the  treasurer  of  the 
Board,  or  otherwise   as  in  such  order  directed,  the 
amount  mentioned  in  the  order,  within  the  time  or  re- 
spective times  specified  for  that  purpose,  and  the  excess, 
if  any,  which  may  have  been  levied  beyond  such  amount ; 
which  excess  shall  be  placed  to  the  credit  of  the  parish 
or  part  in  which  the  same  has  been  levied.*^     It  was 
proved  before  the  magistrate  that  the  said  order  had  been 
made  in  conformity  with  certain  resolutions  passed  by 
the  said  Board  of  Works  on   4th  August,  1856,  23rd 
February,  1857,  and  2nd  March,  1857.     Considerable 
discussion  had,  from  time  to  time,  taken  place,  at  the  said 
Board  of  Works,  as  to  the  principle  to  be  adopted  in 
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determining  the  contributions  to  be  paid  by  the  yarious 

parishes  and  places  within  the  district     At  a  meeting 

of  the  Board  on  4th  Augtut^  1856^  it  was  resolved^  ^'That 

the  expense  of  keeping  the  pavement  in    repair^  and 

e?erj  other  expense,  ought  to  be  charged  in  the  same 

manner  on  each  parish,  in  proportion  to  its  rateable 

value  ;  but  that,  as  some  portions  of  the  district  were 

not  paved  at  all,  and  other  portions  were  very  insuflBci- 

endy  paved,  the  expense  of  bringing  the  paving  of  those 

portions  of  the  district  into  as  good  a  condition  as  the 

well  paved  portions  of  the  district  ought  to  be  borne  by 

the  parishes  in  which  those  unpaved  or  insufficiently 

paved  portions  were  situate."    At  a  meeting  of   the 

Board  on  23rd  Februarj/j  1857,  it  was  resolved,  "  That 

the  recommendation  of  the  Finance  Committee,  as  toa  call 

to  be  made  upon  the  several  parishes  and  places  within 

the  district,  be  approved  and  adopted."    The  call  upon 

Whitechapel  was  for  the  sum  of  2225/.  for  a  general  rate, 

and  for  the  sum  of  456/.  1 1^.  9ei.  for  a  sewers^  rate.     At 

a  meeting  of  the  Board  on  2nd  March,  1857,  the  clerk 

laid  before  the  Board  the  several  contribution  orders 

directed  to  the  overseers  of  the  several  parishes  within 

the  district,  which  had  been  prepared  by  him  for  the 

8e?eral  amounts  determined  upon  at  the  last  meeting  of 

the  Board,  and  which,  upon  reference  to  the  minutes  of 

the  last  mentioned  meeting,  were  found  to  be  correct. 

It  was  then  resolved,  ''  That  the  common  seal  of  the 

Board  be  affixed  to  such  several  contribution  orders,  and 

that  Messrs.  Soper  and  Freeman  be  the  members  of  the 

Board,   in  addition   to  the    Chairman,    to  attest  the 

affixing  of  the  seal  of  the  Board  thereto."  The  common 

seal  of  the  Board  was  then  affixed  to  such  several  orders, 

and  the  affixing  of  the  seal  was  attested  by  the  Chair- 
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I860.        man,  bj  Messrs.  Seper  and  Freemam  and  by  the  clerk. 


Oxraemci  1^  above  sum  of  2225iL,  chaiged  to  the  parish  of 
^^^^^-  WhiUekapd  under  the  general  rate,  is  composed  of  its 
Wbtis-  ***"e  of  the  call,  according  to  rateable  Taloe,  and  of  a 
^^^^  snm  of  855/.  4j;  5WL,  being  a  som  required  for  special 
paving,  chaigeable  ezdnsiTelj  on  HlkUeekapd,  according 
to  the  aforesaid  resolution  of  4th  Amymtiy  1856.  The 
other  san.8  mentioned  in  the  recommendation  of  the 
Finance  Committee,  with  the  exception  of  285/.  ibr  bond 
debt  and  interest  charged  exdiisirelj  upon  the  parish 
of  The  Holy  Trhuty,  Mmones,  represent  the  shares  of 
the  call,  according  to  rateable  value,  payable  by  each 
parish  in  the  district  Prior  to  and  at  the  time  of 
passing  of  The  Metropolb  Management  Act,  1855, 
the  said  parish  of  Si.  Batolph  witkomt  AldgaU  had  been 
and  was  separately  rated  for  drainage,  paving  deansin^^ 
lightii^  and  other  purposes  named  in  the  said  Act  for 
the  better  local  management  of  the  Metropdis,  except 
sewerage;  and  the  affiiirs  of  the  said  parish  in  respect  of 
those  matters  were  managed  under  and  by  virtue  <^  the 
provisions  of  a  local  Act  of  Parliament,  47  G.  3. 
c.  xxzviiL  (a),  intituled  *'An  Act  for  more  eflTectnally 
paving  the  streets,  and  other  places,  within  that  part  of 
the  parish  of  Sl  Batolpk  AUyaie,  which  lies  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex^  and  part  of  a  street  called  EoMi 
Smiihfidd^  in  the  precinct  of  Saimt  Catkerime^  and  for 
cleansing,  lighting,  and  watching  the  same,  and  for  pre* 
venting  annoyances  therein.*  (This  Act  was  to  be  taken 
as  part  of  the  case.)  If  each  parish  in  the  WhUeehapd 
district  had  been  required  to  contribute  to  the  sewers* 
rate  and  the  general  rale  for  the  district,  upon  the 
principle  of  apportioning  the  whole  amount  of  those 
(^>  Lorftl  ami  personal  public 
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rates  among  the  several  parishes  in  the  district,  according        1860. 
to  the  outlay  for  those  purposes  respectively,  or  accord-    Overeeere  of 
ing  to   the   benefit   directly  derived   by  such   parishes   ^'^i^^^J^^."' 
respectively  therefrom,  and  not,  as  was  done,  upon  the       ^  ^'    _ 
principle  of  requiring  each  parish  to  contribute  according 
to  its  rateable  value  only,  then  the  sum  to  be  contributed 
by  the  parish  of  aS'^  Botolph  toithaut  Aldgate,  both  as 
regarded  the  sewers*  rate  and  the  general  rate,  would  have 
been  considerably  less  than  the  sum  which,  by  the  said 
order  of  2nd  March^  1857,  the  said  parish  was  required 
to  contribute  towards  the  said  rates  respectively. 

Upon  this  state  of  facts  the  overseers  contended  that 
the  order  of  2nd  March^  1857,  was  made  upon  an 
erroneous  principle,  both  as  regarded  the  sum  to  be 
contribnted  for  sewers'  rate,  and  the  sum  to  be  contributed 
for  general  rate,  and  that  it  was  null  and  void.  On  the 
other  hand,  the  Board  contended  that  the  order  was 
made  upon  a  correct  principle,  and  also  that  they  had 
determined  the  proportion  of  benefit  according  to  their 
discretion,  and  that  their  decision  was  conclusive. 

The  magistrate,  being  of  opinion  that  the  said  order 
was  a  good  and  valid  order,  as  regarded  both  the  said 
rates,  gave  judgment  for  the  complainants,  and  ordered 
bis  warrant  to  issue  for  levying  the  amount  mentioned 
in  the  said  order,  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of 
the  said  overseers. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
Whether  the  said  order  of  2nd  March^  1857,  was  a  valid 
order:  it  being  admitted  that,  if  the  order  was  valid,  the 
magistrate  was  right  in  directing  a  warrant  to  be  issued 
as  aforesaid.  And  it  was  agreed  that  no  technical 
objections  were  to  be  taken  on  either  side,  but  the  case 
was  to  be  decided  on  the  merits. 
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1860.  Sir   Richard  Sethell,  Attorney  General,  for  the  re- 

Overseers  of  spondents.     The  order  of  2nd  Marchy  1857,  was  good 

^  Afi^T^'  *"^  ^*''^'     ^^  ^'^  ^"®  °^J^®^  ®^  '^^  Metropolis  Man- 

Whim-  ^g^n^en^  Act,  1855, 18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.,  by  dividing  the 

cHAPKt  Metropolis  into  districts,  each  including  several  parishes. 

Board  of 

Works.  to  put  an  end  to  the  old  system  of  parochial  government, 
and  to  secure  the  benefits  derivable  from  the  imposition 
of  rates  on  wider  areas  than  mere  separate  parishes.  The 
Board  constituted  for  any  such  district  has,  under  the  Act, 
to  determine  what  amount  is  required  to  be  levied  for 
the  general  expenditure  of  the  district;  and  that  amount 
is  to  be  charged  upon  the  several  parishes  constituting 
the  district,  in  proportions  to  be  determined,  not  by  the 
outlay  in  each,  but  by  the  aggregate  rateable  value  of  the 
property  in  each.  There  is  nothing  in  the  Act  to  shew 
that  the  criterion  of  outlay  or  direct  benefit  is  to  be 
adopted  in  determining  the  rateability  of  each  parish. 
For  rating  purposes,  the  whole  district  is  to  be  treated  as 
though  it  were  a  single  parish ;  through  all  the  parts  of 
which  a  parochial  rate  would  be  equally  distributed. 
Tlie  question  turns  upon  the  proper  construction  of 
sects.  158  and  159.  Sect.  158  enacts  that  ^^  Every  vestry 
and  district  board  shall  from  time  to  time,  by  order  under 
their  seal,  require  the  overseers  of  their  parish,  or  of  the 
several  parishes  in  their  district,  to  levy,  and  to  pay  over 
to  the  treasurer  of  such  vestry  or  board,  or  into  any  bank 
in  such  order  mentioned,  and  within  the  time  or  times 
thereby  limited,  the  sums  which  such  vestry  or  board 
may  require  for  defraying  the  expenses  of  the  execution 
of  this  Act  (and  such  orders  may  be  made  wholly  or  in 
part  in  respect  of  expenses  already  incurred,  or  of  ex- 
penses to  be  thereafter  incurred);  and  every  such  vestry 
and  board  shall  distinguish  in  their  orders  sums  required 
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for  defraying  expenses  of  constructingy  altering,  main- 
taining, and  cleansing  the  sewers,  or  otherwise  connected 
with  sewerage,  and  also,  where"*  stat  3  &  4  fF.  4.  c.  90. 
^  or  any  other  Act  by  virtue  whereof  land  is  rated  in 
respect  of  expenses  of  lighting  at  a  less  amount  in  pro- 
portion to  the  value  thereof  than  houses^  or  is  wholly 
exempted  from  being  rated  in  respect  of  such  expenses, 
is  in  force  in  any  parish,  or  any  part  of  any  parish,  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act,  distinguish,  as  regards 
such  parish,  or  part,  the  sums  required  for  defraying 
expenses  of  lighting  their  parish  or  district,  from  sums 
required  for  defraying  other  expenses  of  executing  this 
Act;  but  every  such  vestry  and  board  may  cause  to  be 
raised  as  expenses  connected  with  sewerage  such  portion 
of  the  expenses  incident  to  the  conduct  of  their  business 
m  relation  to  sewerage,  in  common  with  the  conduct  of 
their  other  business  under  this  Act,  as  to  such  vestry  and 
board  may  seem  just ;  and  the  overseers  or  collectors,  in 
the  redeipts  to  be  given  for  the  sums  levied  or  collected 
bj  them,  shall  distinguish  the  rate  in  the  pound  required 
for  sewerage  expenses,  and  the  rate  required  for  the 
other  expenses  of  this  Act."    And  sect  159  enacts,  that 
"where  it  appears  to  any  vestry  or  district  board  that 
all  or  any  part  of  the  expenses,  for  defraying  which  any 
sum  is  by  such  vestry  or  board  ordered  to  be  levied  as 
aforesaid,  have  or  has  been  incurred  for  the  special  bene- 
fit of  any  part  of  their  parish  or  district,  or  otherwise 
ha?e  or  has  not  been  incurred  for  the  equal  benefit  of 
the  whole  of  their  parish  or  district,  such  vestry  or  board 
may,  by  any  such  order,  direct  the  sum  or  sums  neces- 
SBiy  for  defraying  such  expenses,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
he  levied  in  such  part,  or  exempt  any  part  of  such  parish 
or  district  from  the  levy,  or  require  a  less  rate  to  be 
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1860.  levied  thereon,  as  the  circamstances  of  the  case  roay 
Overseers  of  require;  and  any  such  board  may  refrain,  where  any 
Aldoate,"'  ^'^^^re  parish  ought  in  their  judgment  to  be  so  exempt. 
White-  ^^°^  issuing  an  order  for  levying  any  money  thereon, 
^^*^  notwithstanding  they  may  issue  an  order  or  orders  for 
Works.  levying  sums  upon  any  other  parish  or  parishes  in  their 
district.**  The  order  in  dispute  is  framed  in  strict  com- 
pliance wiih  the  158th  section,  distinguishing  between 
the  sums  required  for  sewerage  expenses,  and  those  re- 
quired for  other  expenses.  Sect.  159  gives  the  Board 
a  discretion  to  exempt  unbenefited  portions  of  the  dis- 
trict from  the  levy,  or  to  reduce  the  amount  of  the  levy 
in  partially  benefited  portions.  And  the  Court  can  see, 
from  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  as  to  the  discussions  at  the 
several  meetings  of  the  respondents  therein  referred  to, 
that  the  respondents  have  exercised  their  discretion  in 
this  respect,  after  taking  all  the  circumstances  into  con- 
sideration.  That  being  so,  the  Court  will  not  interfere 
with  the  result.  The  opposition  to  the  determination  of 
the  Board  is,  in  reality,  confined  to  The  St.  Katherme 
Docks  Company.  Those  docks  are,  it  may  be,  incon- 
siderably benefited  by  the  expenditure  of  the  rates. 
But  they  increase  considerably  the  traffic  all  round  them, 
and  impose  a  great  amount  of  wear  and  tear  on  the 
neighbouring  streets  and  roads.  This  fact  is  an  illustra- 
tion of  the  good  sense  and  wisdom  of  the  Legislature  in 
dividing  the  metropolitan  rateable  areas  into  large  dis- 
tricts. Had  the  Board  declined  to  exercise  its  statutory 
discretion,  the  Court  might  have  ordered  them  to  do  so ; 
but  no  ground  exists  for  the  Court's  interference  with  the 
discretion  when  exercised. 

Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly,  contrk.     The  Metropolis  Manage- 
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ment  Act,  1855,  has  done  no  more  than  transfer  the 
management  of  the  metropolitan  parishes  from  the 
parochial  authorities  to  the  District  Boards;  it  gives  those 
Boards  no  power  to  substitute  new  modes  of  rating  the 
parishes  for  those  which  formerly  prevailed.  Under  the 
old  system,  the  overseers  of  each  parish  had  to  inquire 
what  sums  were  wanted  for  paving,  lighting  and  sewerage 
in  the  parish ;  and  those  sums,  and  no  more,  were  levied 
fh>m  the  parish.  The  question  is,  whether  the  mere 
aggregation  of  the  parishes  into  districts  is  to  alter  the 
law  in  this  respect,  so  as  to  make  one  parish  rateable  for 
the  paving,  for  instance,  required  in  another.  The 
answer  is,  that  the  law  remains  as  it  was  before,  and  that 
the  only  alteration  is  in  the  managing  body  for  each 
parish.  Were  it  otherwise,  there  would  be  no  guarantie 
that  all  the  parishes  would  be  fairly  dealt  with:  some 
one  parish  might  preponderate  at  the  Board  to  the  pre- 
judice of  the  rest  Again,  to  hold  that,  with  regard  to 
the  expenses  of  sewers,  in  particular,  a  parish  which 
derives  no  benefit  from  the  sewers  in  another  may  be 
charged  with  the  maintenance  of  the  latter,  would  be  to 
repeal  the  old-established  principle  of  the  law  of  sewent, 
that  property  is  rateable  to  sewers*  rate  according  to  the 
benefit  derived  by  such  property  from  the  sewers; 
Dore  V.  Gray  (a),  Masters  v.  Scroggs  {b\  Rex  v.  Com" 
missittners  of  Sewers  for  the  Tower  Hamlets  (c).  Metro^ 
poHlan  Board  of  Works  v.  Vauxhall  Bridge  Company  {d) 
decides  that  The  Metropolitan  Sewers  Act,  1843,  II  & 
12  Viet,  c.  112.,  did  not  alter  the  ancient  principle  of 
rating ;  Liord  Campbell  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment 
of  the  Court,  saying  ^<  Prima  facie,  assessments  under  a 
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1860.  sewers*  rate  must  have  regard  to  the  beDefit  which  the 
Overseen  of  property  derives  from  the  sewers,  and  property  which 
Aldoat^"'  derives  no  benefit  from  the  sewers  is  not  liable  to  be 
White-  assessed.  The  onus,  therefore,  lies  upon  the  party  who 
alleges  that  a  different  principle  has  been  adopted  by 
the  Legislature."  Sect.  164  of  the  present  Act  preserves 
the  exemption  from  sewers'  rate  of  property  which  was 
exempt  therefrom  at  the  time  of  the  coming  into  opera- 
tion of  Stat  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  112.  And  sect.  170  re- 
quires  the  Metropolitan  Board  of  Works,  in  assessing  the 
different  parts  of  the  Metropolis  to  the  expenses  of  the 
Board,  to  have  regard,  '*  in  the  case  of  expenditure  on 
works  of  drainage,  to  the  benefit  derived  from  such  ex- 
penditure by  the  several  parts  of  the  Metropolis  affected 
thereby.*'  Beneficial  occupation  is  in  all  cases  the  test 
of  rateability ;  Hackney  and  Lamberhurst  Tithe  Com-- 
mutation  Rent  Charges  (a).  Moreover,  if  the  Board  re- 
quire the  whole  of  the  rates,  whether  for  sewerage  or 
other  purposes,  to  be  levied  on  the  parishes  according  to 
their  rateable  value,  they  do  not  preserve  the  distinction 
between  rateable  value  for  sewers'  rate  and  for  poor  rate. 
By  that  means  two  parishes  may  be  rated,  under  an  order 
of  the  Board,  for  nearly  the  same  amount  of  sewers* 
rate,  although  the  rateable  value  of  one  of  them  for  that 
purpose  falls  far  short  of  that  of  the  other. 

Sir  Richard  Bethell^  Attorney  General,  in  reply.  The 
argument  on  the  other  side  is  virtually  restricted  to 
an  objection  to  the  taking,  by  the  respondents,  from 
any  one  parish,  an  amount  of  sewers'  rate  greater 
than  the  outlay  in  that  parish  for  sewers.  But  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  law  under  the  old  system, 
(a)  E,  B.  ^E.\. 
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quired,  under  The  Metropolis  Management  Act,  1855,    orereeers  of 

for  sewers'  rate,  is  not  a  portion  of  the  sum  required    St.  Botolph, 

Aldgate, 
for  defraying   the   expenses   of  the   execution   of  the 


Act.    The  whole  scope  of  the  Act  shews  that  it  is  so, 
although  sect.  158  requires  the  sewers'  rate  to  be  kept 
distinct     The  district,  the   aggregate   of  the  parishes 
composiog  it,  is,  by  the  Act,  substituted  for  the  single 
parishes  for  all  purposes  of  the  Act;   and  the  sewers' 
rate  leviable  under  the  Act  is  rather  the  total  of  the 
items  of  a  great  .variety  of  miscellaneous  expenses,  for 
the  first  time  authorized  by  the  Act  and  directed  to  be 
classed  together  under  that  name,  than  a  sewers'  rate 
strictly  so  called.     It  is  probable  that  great  part  of  the 
very  rate  now  in  dispute  was  expended  upon  the  general 
purposes  of  the  Act,  with  a  view  to  the  benefit,  not  of 
any  particular  parish,  but  of  the  district  at  large.     The 
Memptions  from  sewers'  rate  preserved   by  sect.   164 
refer  to  the  exemption  of  particular  land  situate  in  the  . 
different  parishes,  not  to  exemptions  of  the  parishes  as 
between    themselves.     [Cockburn  C.  J.     The   exemp- 
tions  go  to  reduce  the  rateable  value  of  each  parish  as  a 
whole.]  They  have  nothing  to  do  with  the  distribution  of 
the  sewerage  expenses  between  the  different  parishes.  If, 
as  the  appellants  here  do  not  deny,  a  malcontent  parish 
receives  some  benefit  from   the   rate  imposed  for  the 
general  benefit   of   all,    the    principles   laid   down    in 
Darling  v.  Epsom  Local  Board  of  Health  {a)  shew  that 
80ch  a  parish  cannot  object  to  its  assessment  to  the  rate. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  present  case  to  shew  that  all 
proper  calculations  were  not  made  by  the  respondents 
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Oveneersof    ^^^  amount  assessable  upon  the  appellants;  and  upon 
St.  Botolph, 
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the  principle  that  omnia  prsesumuntur  rite  ease  acta, 
this  Court  cannot  rectify  any  mistake  which  may  have 
occmred  hi  the  assessment 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  decision 
of  the  magistrate,  upon  which  this  appeal  is  brought,  was 
right  and  ought  to  be  affirmed.  The  appellants  contend 
that,  although  the  parishes  subject  to  The  Metropolis 
Management  Act,  1855,  have  by  that  Act  been  united 
into  aggregates  called  districts,  nevertheless  the  expendi- 
ture incurred  by  a  District  Board  is  to  be  so  apportioned 
as  that  each  parish  in  the  district  shall  contribute  the 
amount,  only,  of  the  outlay  which  takes  place  within  its 
own  limits.  This  contention  is,  in  fact,  that  the  purpoM 
and  effect  of  the  Act  were  simply  to  substitute  district 
for  parochial  management,  but  not  district  for  parochial 
expenditure  and  taxation.  I  think,  however,  that  the 
object  of  the  Act  was  to  effect  both  these  substitntiona. 
It  unites  the  various  parishes  into  districts,  in  each  of 
which  a  Board  is  to  be  created  by  election  and  repre- 
sentation, to  do  that  which  was  formerly  done  by  various 
local  bodies.  Commissioners,  parish  officers,  and  others 
appointed  under  a  variety  of  Acts  of  Parliament  The 
expenses  of  executing  the  powers  with  reference  to  paving, 
lighting,  watering,  sewerage  and  other  matters,  conferred 
by  the  Act  upon  these  Boards,  are,  by  the  158th  section, 
to  be  levied  by  each  Board  upon  its  district,  by  means  of 
orders  directed  to  the  different  parishes  of  which  the 
district  is  composed,  and  of  which  the  Board  is,  for 
these  purposes,  the  governing  body.     Now,  had   the 
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Lqi^ifllatare  intended  that  each  parish  should  contribute       1860. 

to  these  expenses  in  respect  only  of  the  outlay  in  each,  I    OTerseersof 

think  that  very  different  language  would  have  been  used   S^Botolph, 

in  the  158th  section*     That  section  provides  that  the       „  ^* 

.  .  Whiib- 

district  Board  shall,  from  time  to  time,  by  order  under 

their  seal,  require  the  overseers  of  the  several  parishes 
io  their  district  to  levy  and  pay  over  to  the  treasurer  of 
the  Board  the  sums  which  the  Board  may  require  for 
defraying  the  expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  Act. 
This  language  being  quite  general,  and  no  reference 
being  made  to  the  amount  of  outlay  which  may  be 
incurred  in  each  parish,  I  think  that  it  is  clear,  upon  the 
whole,  that  the  intention  was  that  the  rate  to  be  levied 
should  be  a  general  rate  throughout  the  district,  to  meet 
the  expenditure  incurred  for  the  district  at  large.    Then, 
in  order  to  avoid  any  injustice  which  might  be  thereby 
sometimes  occasioned  to  particular  parts  of  the  district, 
sect  159,  which  follows,  provides  that,  where  it  appears 
to  any  district  Board  that  all  or  any  part  of  the  expenses 
to  meet  which  the  rate  is  ordered  to  be  levied  have  or 
has  been  incurred  for  the  special  benefit  of  any  parti- 
cular part,  or  otherwise  not  for  the  equal  benefit  of  the 
whole,  of  the  district,  the  Board  may  throw  the  burden 
upon  the  parts  specially  benefited,  and  may  exempt  other 
parts  altogether  or  diminish  the  amount  required  from 
them,  even  where  the  part  thought  entitled  to  exemption 
18  an  entire  parish.     This  section  leaves  it  to  the  Board 
\o  take  questions  of  the  exemption  or  relief  of  parts  of 
the  district  from  the  rate  into  consideration,  and  shews 
that  it  is  for  the  Board  to  decide  them,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  discretion.    That  being  so,  this  Court  cannot  con- 
rider  whether  the  Board  has  exercised  the  discretion,  so 
▼ested  in  it,  rightly  or  wrongly.     All  that  we  can  do  is 
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1860.  ^o  satisfy  ourselves  that  the  discretion  has  in  fact  been 
Orereeers  of  ^^^rcised :  for,  if  the  Board  refused  to  exercise  it,  we 
^  aSoat^"'  might  interpose  to  compel  them  to  do  so ;  but  that  is  the 
extent  to  which,  alone,  we  could  interfere.  It  is  true, 
as  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  pointed  out  in  the  course  of  the 
argument,  that  instances  may  occasionally  occur  in  which 
injustice  may  be  done  by  the  preponderance  of  some  one 
parish  in  the  district  over  others,  enabling  it  to  influence 
unfairly  the  votes  and  decisions  of  the  Board.  That, 
however,  was  a  matter  for  the  Legislature  to  take  into 
consideration  when  forming  the  various  districts;  and 
cannot  affect  the  construction  proper  to  be  put  upon  the 
Act,  which,  indeed,  the  Legislature  must  not  be  supposed 
to  have  passed  without  due  previous  consideration.  The 
only  difficulty  which  I  have  felt  arose  upon  the  question 
of  the  sewerage  expenses  :  and  has  been  completely  set  at 
rest  by  the  lucid  argument  of  the  Attorney  General  on 
this  point.  Powers  relating  to  sewerage  arc  amongst 
the  powers  conferred  on  the  District  Boards  by  the  Act 
They  are  not  distinguished  from  the  other  powers ;  nor 
is  separate  taxation  to  be  levied  to  defray  their  execution, 
save  in  so  far  as  sect.  158  provides  that  a  distinction  is 
to  be  made,  in  the  orders  of  the  Boards,  between  the 
sums  required  for  expenses  of  sewerage  and  those 
required  for  other  expenses.  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  suggested 
that  this  provision  was  In  accordance  with  the  ancient 
principle  of  law  relating  to  sewers'  rate,  that  such 
property,  only,  is  amenable  to  it  as  benefits  by  the  sewers.* 
And  he  cited,  in  support  of  his  argument,  sect  164, 
which  preserves  the  exemption  from  sewers'  rate  of  land 
theretofore  exempt.  It  is  clear,  however,  that  that 
section  operates  merely  as  a  direction  to  the  overseers 
what  property  in  their  respective   parishes  to  exempt 
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from  the  rate;  and   that  it  has  no  reference  to  the        i860, 

distribution  by   the   Boards    between    the   component  overeeew  of 

parishes  of  the  district,  of  the  sums  to  be  levied  for  the  ^'^^^^i'^"* 
purposes  of  the  Act.     It  was  urged  upon  us,  with  much       ^hitb- 
force,  that,  if  the  taxation  authorized  by  the  Act  is  to  te       S^^*\ 

1     .   J   .       .       .  Board  of 

levied  indiscriminately  upon  the  rateable  value  of  the  WoAa. 
property  in  tfie  different  parishes,  two  neighbouring 
parishes  may  be  assessed  to  sewers'  rate  on  the  footing  of 
their  rateable  value  to  poor  rate ;  although  the  rateable 
value  of  one  of  them  to  sewers'  rate  may  be  far  less  than 
that  of  the  other,  however  much  the  two  are  on  an 
equality  in  respect  of  rateability  to  the  poor  rate.  It 
may  be  that  it  would  be  the  duty  of  the  Board,  in  such 
a  case,  to  take  that  circumstance  into  consideration  in 
making  an  order  for  the  apportionment  of  sewerage  ex- 
penses between  those  parishes,  and  not,  in  so  doing,  to 
be  guided  merely  by  the  rateable  value  of  the  property 
in  them,  respectively,  liable  to  the  poor  rate.  But  there 
is  nothing  before  us  to  shew  that  this,  if  necessary,  was 
not  done  in  the  present  case.  It  being  admitted,  there- 
fore, that  sewerage  expenses  come  under  the  head  of  the 
expenses  to  be  defrayed  as  provided  by  the  158th  sec- 
tion, the  only  objection  made  to  the  order  of  the  Board 
seems  to  be  that,  in  distributing  among  the  constituent 
parishes  the  sums  required  to  be  levied  for  the  common 
purposes  of  the  district,  they  have  not  taken  into  con- 
sideration the  amount  of  the  outlay  in  each  separate 
parish.  It  appears  to  me,  however^  that  they  were  not 
bound  to  do  so  by  the  Act,  which  has  altogether  super- 
seded the  old  parochial  system,  and  to  the  provisions  of 
which,  alone,  we  must  have  regard.  In  my  opinion  the 
Board  have  acted  in  conformity  with  the  expressed  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature ;  and  the  magistrate  was  right  in 
coming  to  that  conclusion. 


lOi 


1860. 


TRINrrT  TEBll 

WiGHTMAir  J.    I  was    obliged  to  leave  the   Court 
Oyeneers  of   before  the  Conclusion  of  Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly  ^  argument. 
ALDGAT*r*  I  therefore  take  no  part  in  the  judgment  beyond  saying 
that,  as  far  as  I  have  considered  the  question,  I  am  of 
(he  same  opinion  as  the  rest  of  the  Court. 
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Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  are 
bound  to  say  that  the  magistrate  has  not  acted  impro- 
perly, unless  we  can  see  quite  clearly  that  the  rate  com- 
plained of  was  invalid.  That,  however,  does  not  in  any 
way  appear.  The  main  question  between  the  parties  is, 
whether,  upon  the  general  construction  of  The  Metro- 
polis Management  Act,  1855,  the  Legislature  has  sub- 
stituted district  management  for  parochial,  both  as 
regards  management  and  as  regards  taxation  and  expen- 
diture, or  as  regards  management  only.  I  have  felt 
satisfied,  from  the  outset  of  the  case,  that  the  intention 
of  the  Legislature  was  to  substitute  the  district  for  the 
parish  in  every  respect ;  not  to  keep  the  parishes  dis- 
tinct for  purposes  of  taxation  and  expenditure,  though 
putting  them  under  new  management.  In  my  opinion^ 
therefore,  the  rate  in  dispute  was  a  district  tax.  It  is 
said  that  it  ought  to  be  distributed  among  the  parishes 
composing  the  district,  according  to  the  outlay  in  each. 
The  Act,  it  is  true,  lays  down  no  precise  principle  by 
which  the  distribution  is  to  be  regulated.  My  own 
opinion,  however,  is  that  the  Legislature  intended  to 
leave  the  principle  of  distribution  very  much  to  the  dis- 
cretion of  each  Board.  It  is  clear,  at  all  events,  that  the 
principle  of  direct  benefit  is  not  that  to  be  applied ;  the 
rate  is  a  district  rate,  and  is  to  be  levied  for  defraying  the 
expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  Act  in  the  district* 
Nor  can  the  ancient  principle  with  respect  to  sewers' 
rates,  that  they  are  leviable  on  such  property  only  as  is 
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directly  benefited,  apply  here.     A  rate  levied  for  de-        \860. 
fraying  what  are  called  sewerage  expenses,  under  an  Act    OTeweeMoT 
of  Parliament  of  the  kuid  before  us,  is  a  very  different  St^Botolfh, 
thing  from  a  sewers'  rate  strictly  so  called,  and  the 
mdirect  benefit  arising  to  a  parish  in  the  district  from 
that  expenditure  may  be  very  much  greater  than  that 
which  is  direct.     The  question,  then,  comes  to  this, 
whether  the  Board,  in  distributing  the  rate  among  their 
constituent  parishes,  have  complied  with   the  general 
directions  of  the  statute.     The  Act  does  not  in  terms 
state  how  the  Board  are  to  proceed.     I  think,  however, 
that  the  method  adopted  by  the  Board,  in  distributing 
the  rate  according  to  the  rateable  value  of  each  parish, 
was  a  fair  one.     It  may  be  that,  in  determining  the 
rateable  value  of  each  parish,  they  ought  to  take  into 
account  the  exemptions  in  favour  of  certain  descriptions 
of  property,  contained  in  sects.  163,  164  and  165  of  the 
Act;  but  it  does  not  appear  that  there  is  any  such  pro- 
perty in  the  appellants*  parish,  or  that,  if  there  is,  the 
Board  have  not  taken  that  fact  into  account.     Nor  is  it 
shewn  that  the  Board  have  acted  improperly  in  any  way. 
By  sects.  158  and  159  the  Legislature  have  left  it  to  the 
Board  to  look  at  all  the  circumstances  and  exercise  their 
discretion  thereon;  considering,  amongst  other  things, 
whether  or  not  the  principle  of  direct  benefit  is  to  be  in 
any  way  acted  upon.      No  discretion  in  the  matter  is 
given  either  to  the  magistrate  or  to  this  Court.      Even 
if  the  Board  have  not  taken  all  the  circumstances  into 
consideration,  I  think  that  we  cannot  interfere  if  they 
have  exercised  their  discretion.      In  the  present  case 
they  have  done  so,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  they  have 
passed  over  any  matter  which  they  ought  to  have  enter- 
tained.    Had  an  application  been  made  to  them  to 
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1860.  relieve  from  liability  a  particular  part  of  the  di8trict» 

Overeeeraof  cJ^^n^i^g  ^  ^  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  1 59th  seo- 

^uSbatb"*  ^^^"'  *°^  ^^^  ^^^y  wholly  refused  to  listen  to  it,  we  could 

_  ▼•  have  interposed  to  make  them  consider  it   But  we  have 

CHAPBL  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere  with  the  result  at  which  they. 

Works.  after  consideration  of  all  the  circumstances,  have  arrived. 


Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  have 
no  jurisdiction  to  do  more  than  consider  the  question 
submitted  to  us  by  the  magistrate,  namely,  whether  the 
order  of  the  Board  of  2nd  March^  18/>7,  was  valid.  It  is 
said  that  this  order  was  invalid  on  the  ground  that  it 
proceeded  upon  an  erroneous  principle  of  apportionment 
of  expenses  between  the  different  parishes  in  the  dis- 
trict ;  and  that  less  ought  to  have  been  apportioned  to 
the  appellant  parish  and  more  to  others.  But  I  think 
that,  even  if  that  were  so,  the  order  would  not  thereby 
be  invalidated.  The  effect  of  sects.  158  and  159  of  the 
Act  is  that  all  the  expenses  together  constitute  one  fund 
of  district  expenses ;  and  the  Attorney  General  is  quite 
right  in  saying  that  the  whole  amount  is  to  be  levied  on 
the  whole  district,  though  apportionable  among  the  consd- 
tuent  parishes,  in  the  manner  provided  by  those  sections. 
Sect  158  says  that  the  Board  is  to  make  orders  on  the 
parishes  to  levy  the  sums  required  by  the  Board  for  de- 
fraying the  expenses  of  the  execution  of  the  Act.  This 
section  is  silent  as  to  the  principle  on  which  the  sums  are 
to  be  apportioned  between  the  parishes;  and,  had  the  Act 
contained  no  further  provision  on  the  subject,  I  should 
have  thought  that  the  proper  principle  would  be  to 
divide  the  sums  equally  and  rateably  among  the  parishes, 
according  to  their  respective  rateable  value.  But  sect. 
159  follows,  and  gives  the  Board  jurisdiction  to  take  into 
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coDsideration  the  fact  of  the  expenses,  in  whole  or  in 
part,  having  been  incurred  for  the  special  benefit  of  part 
of  the  district,  or  not  for  the  equal  benefit  of  the  whole 
district,  and  thereupon  to  levy  the  expenses^  or  any  part, 
in  the  part   of  the  district  specially  benefited,   or  to 
exempt  any  part  of  the  district  from  the  levy,  or  require 
a  less  rate  to  be  levied  thereon,  as  the  circumstances  of 
the  case  may  require.     Now,  here,  the  Board  has  taken 
these  circumstances  into  consideration,  and  has  there- 
opon  made  an  apportionment  of  the   expenses.     Sir 
Fitzroy  Kelly  says  that,  in  so  doing,  they  have  not  made 
certain  allowances  which  they  ought  to  have  made.     I 
do  not  think,  however,  that  we  can  enter  into  that  in- 
quiry.   The  Legislature  has  not  provided  for  an  appeal 
from  the  exercise  by  the  Board  of  their  discretion,  and 
we  must  assume  that  the  discretion  has  been  duly  and 
properly  exercised.     Otherwise,  the  absurd  consequence 
would  follow,  that  an  error  by  the  Board  in  the  principle 
of  apportionment,  however  slight  and  trivial,  would  in- 
validate their  order  and  make  the  entire  rate  levied 
thereunder  void.     That  would  be  a  most  unreasonable 
construction  to  put  upon  the  Act.    It  is  clear  to  me  that 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature  was  to  give  jurisdiction 
to  finally  determine  the  apportionment  of  the  expenses 
to  the  Board,   the    local    Parliament,   which,   it   was 
assumed,  would  keep  equality   and   fairness   in  view: 
equality,  that  is,  as  to  the  general  principle,  and  fairness 
as  to  the  mode  of  carrying  it  out  in  cases  where  allow- 
ances ought  properly  to  be  made.     The  whole  matter  is 
confided  to  the  discretion  of  the  Board,  without  appeal, 
and  without  a  reservation  of  power  to  any  other  tribunal 
to  review  their  decision. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 


1860. 

Overseen  of 

St.  Botolph, 

Aldoatx, 

T. 

Whitb- 

OHAPBL 

Board  of 
Works. 
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Wedne9day,      The  QuEEN,  on  the  prosecation  of  the  Governor 
SaturdM,  and  Company  of  the  Chelsea  Waterworks, 

Mtmdayl  appellants,   against  The  Overseers  of  Saint 


June  11th. 


Mary,  Putney,  Surrey,  respondents. 


ThepijpeBaDd    TTPON  an  appeal  to  the  Surrey  Quarter  Sessions  by 

reservotnof a     \J     ««     .^   ,        ,,t  .     ^  ^ 

Watenrorks  The  Chelsea  Waterworks  Company  against  a  rate  for 

TO  place?  La*"  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Scant  Mary^ 

^iriAw'in        Putney^  by  which  the  appellants  were  assessed  at  the  net 

which  thej       annual  value  of  8000/.,  the  appeal  was,  by  consent,  allowed, 

tirely  situate,    and  the  assessment  was  reduced  to  3000/L,  subject  to  the 
that  the  whole  ,  . 

together  following  case  for  the  opinion  of  this  Court 

formed  one 

apparatus  for        The  appellants  are  the  Company  mentioned  in  and 

water,  m  some  continued  incorporated  by  ^'  The  Chelsea  Waterworks  Act 

^h^eTt?      18^2'  (a).     The   respondents  are   the  churchwardens 

^  thTc^m!"   ^^  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Putney,  in  the 

I»^JJ  »l«rt    county  of  Surrey.     The  Company  sell  water  to  the 

ratas  bemg       inhabitants  of  a  certain  district  within  which  they  are 
rateable  to  the  .  "^ 

poor  rate  in      empowered  so  to  do  by  virtue  of  the  above  mentioned 

HeuT^at  Act     This  district  is  situate  wholly  within  the  county 

correctVin-  of  Middlesex.    The  Company  have  no  power  to  sell  and 

toasccrti^^  do  not  sell  any  water  to  any  person  or  persons  or  for  any 

^uTcTthe  Purpose   within   the   parish   of  Putney,  or  within   the 

apparatus  in 
any  one  par- 
ticular parish,  to  calculate  the  total  rateable  Talue  of  the  whole  apparatus  in  all  the 
parishes,  and  then  divide  that  Talue  among  the  seyeral  parishes,  acc<nding  to  the  quantity 
of  land  occupied  by  the  apparatus  in  each  of  them. 

(a)  Stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  dvi.,  local  and  personal,  publicT  "For 
extending  the  Chelsea  Waterworks,  and  for  better  supplying  the  city  of 
Wegtmnuter  and  parts  adjacent  with  water." 
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coQDty  of  Surrey.    The  wafer  sold  as  above  mentioned       i860, 
is  obtained  in  the  following  manner.     A  part  of  it  is    xbe  Queen 
drawn  off  fix)m  the  river  Thames  at  Seething  Welb,  in  the    ^     ^*      * 

^  '  Overseers  of 

parish  of  ElngsUmy  in  Surrey^  into  reservoirs  and  filter-      Putney. 

ing  beds  in  the  said  parish  of  Kingston ;  and  it  is  then, 

by  means  of  pumping  engines  situated  in  the  same 

parish,  forced  and  conveyed  through  pipes,  which  are 

laid  down  in  the  parish  of  Kingston  and  other  parishes 

in  Surrey^  including  the  parish  of  Putney,  from  the  said 

reservoirs  and  filtering  beds  in  the  parish  of  Kingston 

into  certain  covered  reservoirs  in  the  parish  of  Putney. 

From  these  last  mentioned  reservoirs  the  water  passes 

through  other  pipes,  which  are  laid  down  in  the  parish 

d  Putney 9  to  the  banks  of  the  river  Thames^  over  which 

it  is  conducted  by  pipes,  which  form  an  aqueduct  across 

the  river  firom  the  parish  of  Putney  to  the  parish  of 

Fulham;  and  thence  the  water  is  conveyed,  by  means  of 

other  pipes,  into  the  Company's  district  in  Middlesex^ 

where  it  is  supplied  to  the  Company's  consumers.     The 

reridue  of  the  water  so  sold  by  the  Company,  as  afore- 

said,  is  taken  from  the  same  part  of  the  river  Thames^  at 

Seething  Wells.     It  is  forced  by  the  before  mentioned 

pumping  engines  through  another  set  of  pipes  laid  down 

in  the  said  parish  of  Kingston^  and  in  other  parishes  in 

Surrey^  including  the   parish  of  Putney^  into  an  open 

reservoir  in   the  parish  of  Putney;  and  thence   it   is 

conveyed,  by  means   of  other  pipes  in  the  parish   of  ^ 

Putney  and    the    before    mentioned    aqueduct    across 

the  ThameSy  into  the  parish  of  Fulham,  and  thence,  by 

means   of  other   pipes,   into   the   Company's  district, 

where  it  is  delivered  for  the  purpose  of  street  watering. 

It  is  essential,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  water  in 

the  Company's  dbtrict,  either  that  it  should  be  collected 

in  and  passed  through  th6  before  mentioned  reservoirs  in 
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1860.  ^  parish  of  Putney^  or  else  that  some  other  contrirance 
The  QuEoT  should  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  keepii^  the 
Oreneen  of  ^**^^  *^  *  suflSciently  high  level  to  admit  of  its  flowing 
PoTjfBT.  xo  the  highest  part  of  the  Company's  district.  It  is 
intended  that  the  water  should  always  be  colleded  into 
and  passed  through  the  said  reservoirs.  The  reserroirs, 
filtering  beds  and  engines,  in  the  parish  of  Kingsiam^ 
the  reservoirs  in  the  parish  of  Putney^  and  the  pipes  in 
the  several  parishes,  as  used  by  the  Company,  form 
an  apparatus  by  which  water  is  drawn  from  the  Thames 
at  Seething  Wells,  and  collected^  conveyed,  sold  and 
distributed  as  above  mentioned.  The  portion  of  the 
apparatus  which  is  situate  in  the  parish  of  I\Umey 
occupies  nine  acres  of  land,  and  consists  of,  first, 
certain  pipe^  occupying  two  acres,  three  roods  and 
thirty  perches  of  land,  by  means  of  which  the  water, 
after  being  passed  through  the  Company's  mains  in 
the  parish  of  KingsUnty  is  conducted  continuously  into 
one  or  other  of  the  said  reservoirs  in  the  parish  of 
Putney;  secondly,  certain  reservoirs  occupying  five  acres 
and  one  rood  of  land;  thirdly,  certain  other  pipes, 
occupying  one  acre  of  land,  by  means  of  which  the 
water  is  conveyed  boia  the  said  reservoirs  to  the  banks 
of  the  Thames;  fourthly,  certain  other  pipes,  which 
occupy  the  remainder  of  the  said  nine  acres  of  land, 
and  which  form  that  portion  of  the  said  aqueduct  across 
^  the  Thames  which  lies  in  the  parish  of  Putney,  the  re- 

mainder of  the  aqueduct  being  in  the  parish  of  Fulham, 
The  whole  apparatus  is  so  constructed  and  placed  in 
the  several  parishes  in  which  it  is  situate  that  a  part  is 
rateable  in  each  parish ;  each  and  every  part  of  the 
apparatus,  as  the  same  is  constructed,  and  each  and 
every  part  of  the  land  occupied  by  it,  is  necessarily 
used  and  occupied  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  water 
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to  the  Company's  customers,  as  before  mentioned ;  and 
Done  of  the  water  supplied  by  the  Company  to  its  cus- 
tomers can  be  supplied  without  the  aid  of  every  part  of 
their  said  apparatus.  The  profits  of  the  Company  are 
derived  exclusively  from  the  sale  of  the  said  water  to 
its  consumers  in  the  Company's  said  district.  The 
rateable  value,  according  to  The  Parochial  Assessment 
Act,  of  the  whole  apparatus  of  the  Company,  in  the 
several  parishes  in  which  it  is  situated  was,  for  the 
purposes  of  the  case,  to  be  taken  to  be  a  certain  sum 
which  bad  been  agreed  upon  between  the  parties,  the 
same  being  calculated  at  the  rate  of  so  much  per  acre 
for  all  the  land  occupied  by  the  apparatus.  The  charges 
and  deductions  which  had  been  taken  into  account  in 
making  the  estimate  were  those  which  are  specified  in 
The  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  and  there  were  no 
special  circumstances  affecting  the  portion  of  the  appa- 
ritas  which  is  in  the  parish  of  Putney.  It  was  to  be 
assamed,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case,  that  the  rateable 
Taltie  of  the  portion  of  the  Company's  apparatus  which 
is  within  the  parish  o(  Putney  had  been  ascertained  by 
6rst  taking  the  rateable  value  of  the  whole  apparatus 
m  the  several  parishes  in  which  it  is  situated,  then 
subdividing  the  amount  among  the  said  several  parishes 
according  to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the 
apparatus  in  each  parish.  If  that  principle  be  correct, 
the  rate  was,  by  agreement,  to  be  amended,  and  was  to 
stand  for  the  sum  of  2800/.  If  that  principle  be  not 
correct,  then  the  rate  was,  by  agreement,  to  be  amended, 
and  to  stand  for  the  sum  of  2000/. 

The  question,  therefore,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
was^  Whether  the  rate,  when  amended,  ought  to  stand 
for  the  sum  of  2800JL,  or  for  the  sum  of  20002^ 


1860. 


The  QuEEH 

V. 

Oyerseere  of 
Putney. 
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1860.  BamUf  for  the  appellant&  The  principle  of  first  taking 

TiicQuEM  ^®  rateable  value  of  the  whole  of  the  Company's  appar 
Oreneera  of  ^^^  ^"  ^^®  several  parishes  in  which  it  is  sitoate,  and 
PoTMiT.  jtjgn  subdividing  the  amount  among  the  several  parishes, 
according  to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the  appa- 
ratus in  each  parish,  is  erroneous.  The  Company 
derive  no  profit  in  Putney  from  the  parts  of  the  whole 
apparatus  locally  situate  there,  which  are  parts  durectlj 
earning  nothing,  but  indirectly  conducing  to  earnings 
elsewhere.  Their  local  rateable  value  in  Puimey  is^ 
therefore,  the  sum  which  would  pay  the  rent  of  the  land* 
taken  by  itself,  which  they  occupy  in  Putney^  and  the 
profit  on  fixed  capital  invested  therein ;  Regina  v.  Over'- 
seers  of  Mile  End  Old  Town  (a),  Regina  v.  WeH  Middk* 
sex  Waterworks  {b).  With  this  the  value  of  the  Com- 
pany's apparatus  situate  elsewhere  has  nothing  to  do. 
[He  was  then  stopped.] 

T.  Jones  (Northern  Circuit),  for  the  respondents. 
The  decision  in  Regina  v.  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  (&) 
proceeded  upon  the  particular  facts  there  involved, 
and  does  not  conflict  with  the  general  rule  applicable  to 
all  such  cases  as  the  present,  laid  down  in  Regina  r. 
The  Cambridge  Gas  Light  Company  {c\  namely,  that 
the  rateable  value  of  the  land  occupied  by  the  apparatus^ 
pipes,  &c.,  of  the  Company  in  the  different  parishes,  is 
the  sum  which  a  tenant  would  pay  yearly  for  them,  less 
certain  deductions;  and  that  such  value  is  to  be  distri- 
buted among  the  assessments  of  the  several  parishes  in 
proportion  to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the 
apparatus,  &c.,  in  each  parish.     The  Company  axe  rate- 

(a)  10  Q.  B.  206.  (h)  \  E.  f  E.  716. 

(c)  SA.fE.  73. 


XXnL   VICTORIA.  113 

Me  to  the  extent  of  the  increased  vahie  of  the  land  in  I860. 

/Wjiqf,  in  consequence  of  its  being  used  by  them  for  Tbe  Quken 

the  purpose  of  conveying  the  water;  Rex  ▼.  BrighUm  Overeeersof 

Gat  Light  Company  (a>  ^"^»^- 

Bomll^  in  reply.  In  Regina  v.  Tlie  Cambridge  Gas 
Ught  Company  {b)  the  question  was  how  to  distribute 
the  rateable  value  of  the  Company's  apparatus  among 
the  assessments  of  parishes  in  each  of  which  the  Com- 
pany supplied  gas.  That  case,  therefore,  is  not  in  point, 
Tbe  present  case  is  not  distinguishable  in  principle  from 
Regina  v.  West  Middlesex  Waterworks  (c).  Rex  v.  The 
New  River  Company  (cQ,  Regina  v.  Hammersmith  Bridge 
Company  (e),  Regina  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany (/),  Mayor,  Sfc.y  of  Liverpool  v.  Overseers  of  West 
D^by  (g\  are  also  in  favour  of  the  appellants.  What- 
ever diflSculty  there  may  be  in  determining  the  true 
principle  of  assessment,  that  adopted  in  this  case  was 
clearly  wrong,  and  the  appellants  are,  on  that  ground, 
entitled  to  the  judgment  of  the  (^ourt. 

Cur,  adv.  vuU. 

Blackburn  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (A). 

In  this  case,  on  appeal  by  JTie  Chelsea  Waterworks 
Company  against  a  rate  made  on  them  by  the  parish  of 
Pktney,  for  the  relief  of  the  poor  of  the  parish,  the 
Quarter  Sessions  refer  to  this  Court  only  on%  question. 

(a)  6  A  #  C.  466.  (b)  B  A.  ^  E.  73. 

{e)  lE.fR  716.  (rf)  1  itf.  #5.  503. 

(e)  15  Q,  B.  369.  i}f)  15  ft  B,  379. 1085. 

ig)^EfB.  704. 
(k)  Cockhum  C.  J.,  Wightimm  and  Blackburn  Jb. 

TOU  in.  I  E.   &   B. 
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1860.  If  the  principle  stated  in  the  16th  paragraph  of  the 
The  QuBBH  ^  correct,  the  rate  is  to  be  amended,  and  stand  for 
Overseers  of  2800/.  If  that  principle  be  not  correct,  then  the  rate  is 
PuTKBT.  tQ  ijg  amended,  and  stand  for  2000/.  The  general  ques- 
tion  as  to  the  principle  on  which  the  rateable  value  of 
such  property  should  be  apportioned  is  one  of  great 
difficulty  and  importance,  which  has  recently  been  the 
subject  of  much  consideration  ;  but  in  this  case  we  are 
not  asked  nor  authorized  to  say  what  is  the  correct 
principle,  but  only  to  determine  whether  this  particular 
principle  is  right.  Now  that  principle  is,  that  the  rate- 
able value  of  the  whole  apparatus  of  the  Company  in  all 
the  parishes  in  which  it  is  situate  is  to  be  ascertained, 
and  then  divided  ^^  among  the  said  several  parishes 
according  to  the  quantity  of  land  occupied  by  the  appa- 
ratus  in  each  parish."  If  this  principle  be  correct,  eveiy 
square  foot  of  land  occupied  by  the  apparatus  is  to  be 
rated  at  the  same  rate,  without  regard  to  the  situation  or 
nature  of  the  land,  whether  it  was  originally  part  of  a 
barren  heath,  like  Putney  Heathy  or  part  of  the  market 
ground  of  Fulham,  and  without  regard  to  whether  \t  be 
merely  land  occupied  by  pipes  under  the  surface  of  the 
highway,  or  whether  it  be  land  upon  which  expensive 
buildings  have  been  erected  for  the  purpose  of  convert- 
ing it  into  filtering  beds  or  reservoirs.  We  have  no 
difficulty  in  saying  that  this  principle  is  not  correct;  we 
cannot  sanction  it;  and  therefore  we  must  answer  the 
only  question  put  to  us  by  saying  the  rate  must  stand 
for  2000/. 

Judgment  for  the  appellants.     The  rate  to 
be  amended  to  2000/. 
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Baturday, 

JtffM9tlL 

The  Queen  against  Hereobd.  ^^Iiuh. 

lifELLISH  had   obtained  a  rule  calling  upon   the  Acorooerhas 

defendant,  the  coroner  for  the  city  of  Manchester^  jurisdiction, 

to  8bew  cause  why  a  writ  of  prohibition  should  not  issue,  fa^^^^oki 

directed  to  him,  to  prohibit  him  from  further  holding  an  ^"^^^^  t^an 

inquisition  respecting  the  origin  of  a  fire  at  the  shop  and  ^^"^J*^ 

premises  of  Levy  Kreigsfeld,  No.  3,  Palatine  Buildings,  ^sumcorporii. 

Bunt's  Bank,  in  the  said  city  of  Manchester.  therefore,  hold 

an  inquest  to 
It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that   the   said  Levy  inquire  into 

Kmgsfeld  was  a  dealer  in  India  rubber  and  mackintosh  a  fire  by  which 

goods,  carrying  on   business  on   premises  which  were  been^oca- 

Mually  locked  up  at  night     On  the  evening  of  27lh  "°;^iibition 

March  last  he  locked  up  the  premises  and  went  home  \  ^^^^^^^^^ 

tbcNtly  afterwards,  a  fire  was  discovered  in  the  shop,  and  no  less  tfian 

•^  *^  to  one  of  civil, 

the  chief  constable  of  the  city  of  Manchester  suggested  juriidiction^ 

to  the  coroner  the  propriety  of  holding  an  inquest  to 

Meertain,  if  possible,  the  origin  of  the  fire.    The  coroner 

accordingly  issued  his  precept  to  the  chief  constable  to 

nmioon  a  jury,  and  proceeded  to  hold  the  inquest  as 

had  been  suggested  to  him;   acting  solely  upon  that 

iuggesUon,  and  from  a  regard  to  his  duty  as  coroner, 

and  to  the  public  interest  involved  in  the  discharge  of 

such  duty.     Levy  Kreigsfeld  was  called  upon  to  attend 

the  inquest,  and  he  did  so,  accompanied  by  counsel,  who 

i4>jected  that   the  coroner  had  no  power  to   hold   an 

inquest  concerning  a  fire.     The  coroner,  nevertheless, 

entered  upon  and  continued  the  inquiry  for  some  hours, 

I  2 
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I860.       during  which   time   he   examined  Levy  Kretgrfeld  on 

The  QrKRN    oath,  and  then  adjourned  the  inquest 

Hkbford.         ^'  further  appeared  that,  in  London,  Lincoln^  Dcncagier 

and  some  other  places,  the  coroners  have  of  late  jears 

occasionally  held  inquests  in  cases  of  fire^  when  they 

were  required  to  do  so. 

After  the  adjournment  of  the  inquest,  Mellish  obtained 
the  present  rule. 

Sir  William  Atkerton,  Solicitor  General,  Wheeler  and 
Fonblanque  now  shewed  cause.     There  are  two  points 
for  consideration;    First,   whether    prohibition   is    the 
proper  course  for  raising  the  question  involved ;  which  is. 
Secondly,  whether  a  coroner  has,  at  common  law,  the 
jurisdiction  which  the  defendant  has  assumed,  of  holding 
an  inquest  to  inquire  into  the  origin  of  a  fire  by  which  no 
death  has  been  caused.     Now,  first,  prohibition  is  not  the 
proper  mode  of  proceeding  in  criminal  cases ;  and  the 
present  is  a  criminal,  or,  at  all  events,  not  a  civil  casa 
The  jurisdiction  which  the  defendant  has  assumed  is  of  a 
similar  character  to  that  which  he  exercises  in  holding 
an  inquest  on  a  death  ;  and  is  not  civil.    In  Blackston^s 
Commentaries,  hook   in.,  c.  vii.,  p.  112,  the   Courts   to 
which  a  writ  of  prohibition  may  issue  are  enumerated ; 
and  none  of  them  are  Courts  of  criminal  jurisdiction. 
[Crompton  J.     In   Com.  Dig.  tit.  '^ProhUntim"*  (F.  6), 
instances  are  given  of  a  prohibition,  **  If  the  suit  be  for 
a  criminal  matter."]     2  hist  600,  there  cited  by  ComymM, 
is  a  comment   upon   the  statute  of  Edw.  1.,  entitled 
'^prohibitio  formata  de  statuto  articuli  cleri'*;  the  sole 
object  of  which  was  to   prohibit   the   spiritual  Courts 
from  taking  cognizance  of  felonies.     \^CrompUm  J.    The 
heading  of  the  title  in  Comyns  is  in  general  terms.    And 
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Gwlton  ▼.  Wainrorighl  {a\  which  he  cites,  shews  that  if        I860, 
articles  ex  officio,  which  require  an  answer  upon  oath.     The  Qvexh 
are  exhibited  in  a  spiritual  Court  against  any  person,  for      HERroao. 
a  criminal  matter,  such  person  maj  obtain  a  prohibition 
to  that  Court ;  though  not  if  the  matter  is  civil.] 

MdSshf  contra.  In  The  Admiralty  Case  (b)  it 
appears  to  have  been  assumed  that  the  prohibition,  there 
refused  upon  another  ground,  would  have  lain  to  the 
Adoiiralty  Court,  for  want  of  jurisdiction  to  take  cogni- 
UDoe  of  a  criminal  offence  not  committed  on  the  high 
aeas.  It  is  true  that  the  report  says  '*  if  one  be  sued  in 
the  Admiralty  Court,"  &c.;  but  it  appears  from  the 
ooDtext  that  the  proceeding  was  for  a  criminal  matter. 

Sir  fViUiam  Atherton.  The  suit  in  that  case  was 
clearly  a  civil  one.  The  Courts  to  which  prohibition 
will  issue  are  enumerated  also  in  Com.  Dig.  **  Pro^ 
Ubititm'^  {A.  1.):  and  are,  all  of  them,  either  civil  or 
qnrituaL  Forms  of  the  writ  are  given  in  Fitzherbert^ 
ie  Nat  Brev.  tit.  *^  Prohibition^' ;  but  none  of  them  are 
framed  for  a  criminal  Court.  In  Pomfraye's  Case  (c),  the 
main  question  in  which  was  whether  an  information 
aiider  the  statute  of  usury,  37  H.  8.  c.  9.,  was  properly 
laid  before  justices  in  Sessions,  or  ought  to  have  been 
prosecuted  in  the  superior  Court,  the  point  whether 
prohibition  would  lie  to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions 
was  also  mooted ;  and  seems  to  have  given  rise  to  a 
diflerence  of  opinion,  and  to  have  been  left  undecided. 
Grant  v.  Sir  Charles  Gould  {d)  is  an  instance  of  an 
af^lication  for  a  prohibition  to  a  Court  martial;  but 
there  the  objection  that  no  prohibition  would  lie  to  such 

(a)  1  Sid.  374.  («)  12  Bep.  77. 78. 

(c)  i  Lm.  163.  ((Q  2  K  Bl,  69. 
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1860.  A  Court  was  not  raised ;  and  the  application  was  refbaed 
The  Qdben  ®"  another  ground,  namely,  that  as  the  applicant  had  been 
HzaroRD  '^^  ^^^  receipt  of  pay  as  a  soldier,  the  Court  martial 
had  jurisdiction  to.  try  him,  although  he  had  assumed 
the  military  character  merely  for  recruiting  purposes. 
Secondly,  the  coroner  has,  at  common  law,  the 
jurisdiction  which  the  defendant  has  assumed  in  the  pre- 
sent case;  and  no  statute  has  put  an  end  to  it  The 
office  of  coroner  is,  as  stated  by  Blackstane^  Commeniarieg, 
book  I.,  c.  iz.,  p.  347,  of  equal  antiquity  with  that 
of  sheriff.  At  the  following  page  Blackttone  gives  a 
description  of  its  duties ;  and  another  is  to  be  found  ia 
Hale*$  P.  a  pi.  2,  c.  8,  vol.  2,  p.  56,  (ed.  1800,  by 
Dogherty,)  Neither  of  these,  it  is  true,  includes  the 
holding  an  inquest  on  the  cause  of  a  fire  among  those 
duties;  but  neither  of  them  is  exhaustive.  On  the 
other  hand,  this  particular  jurisdiction,  if  it  existed  at 
common  law,  has  not  been  taken  away  by  any  statute  ; 
although  many  statutes,  Magna  Charta  for  instance^ 
cap.  17.^  as  is  shewn  by  Lord  Coke  in  his  comment  upon 
it  in  2  InsL  31.  32,  have  deprived  the  coroner  of  certain 
of  the  powers  anciently  appertaining  to  his  office.  Not- 
withstanding those  statutes,  the  coroner*s  common  law 
jurisdiction  extends  far  beyond  that  which  is  now 
popularly  considered  as  its  limit :  namely,  the  holding 
inquests  super  visum  corporis.  Nathaniel  Bacon,  in  hia 
Historical  and  Political  Discourse  of  the  Laws  and 
Government  of  England,  cap.  23,  sect.  2,  p.  41,  (ed.  4^ 
of  1739),  says  that  in  the  Saxon  Kingdom  the  coroner'a 
work  **  was  to  inquire  upon  view  of  manslaughter,  and 
by  indictment  of  all  felonies  as  done  contra  coronam, 
which  formerly  were  only  contra  pacem^  and  triable 
only  by  appeal.*'  The  same  author,  in  cap.  69,  p.  179, 
treating  of  the  jurisdiction  of  coroners  in  the  reigns  of 
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Henry  IIL,  Edward  I.  and  EdwardlLy  says  that  the  statute        1 860. 

of  fFesL  1.  e.  10.  "  holds"  them  "  to  the  work  of  taking    The  Queeh 

inquests  and  appeals,  by  indenture  between  themselves     hebpord 

and  the  sheriff:  and  these  were  to  be  certified  at  the 

next  coming  of  the  justices.*^    This  writer  is  said,  on  the 

title  page,  to  be  authenticated  by  Selden.     The  statute 

"De    officio    coronatoris,"    4    JSdw.     1.    stat    2.,    is 

declaratory,  and  merely  in  affirmance  of  the  common 

law.     It  does  not  specify  the  particular  jurisdiction  of 

the  coroner  now  in  question,  to  hold  inquests  on  fires  ; 

but  it  mentions  as  the  duty  of  these  officers,  in  addition 

to  viewing  dead  bodies,  "  quod  accedant  ad'*  "  domorum 

iractores,  vel  ad  locum  ubi  dicitur  thesaurum  esse  inven- 

tam."  Besides,  the  statute  ends  very  abruptly,  and  ispro- 

Ubly  imperfect;  omitting,  as  it  does,  to  mention  so  well 

defined  a  part  of  the  coroner's  duty  as  the  holding  an 

inquest  on  the  bodies  of  those  who  die  in  gaol.    Jervis, 

in  his  work  On  the  Office  of  Coroners,  pp.  24,  32  and  33, 

cidng  Hawkinses  Pleas  of  the  Crown,  book  ii.,  c.  9,  sects. 

2]  and  35,  points  out  that  this  statute  does  not  restrain 

^e  coroner  from  any  branch  of  his  power,  nor  excuse 

^im  from  the  execution  of  any  part  of  his  duty,  not 

Mentioned  in  the  statute,  and  which  was  incident  to  his 

^^ffice  at  common  law.     In  order  therefore,  to  ascertain 

'^hat  were  the  power  and  duties  of  the  coroner  at  com- 

^3ion  law,  reference  must  be  made  to  the  old  authorities. 

^^feirst  of  these,  in  point  of  antiquity,  is  Andrew  Hornets 

^JUirrar  of  Justices;  which  is  thus  alluded  to  in  Beeve's 

JBistary  of  the  English  Law,  vol.  2,  p.  358  (ed.  2) :  «  The 

Mirror  of  Justices  is  a  book,  whose  consideration  may 

properly  belong  to  this  reign"  (Edw.  II.)  ^^  This  singular 

work  has  raised  much  doubt  and  difference  of  opinion 

concerning  its  antiquity.     Some  have   pronounced  it 
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1860.  older  than  the  Conquest ;  others  hare  ascribed  it  to  the 
The  QusBH  ^™®  ®^  Edtoard  XL  Both  these  opinions  may  be  partly 
HntFORa  "8^^^*  There  may  perlvaps  have  been  a  work  by  this  name^ 
as  early  as  the  date  supposed ;  but  whoever  judges  firom  the 
internal  evidence  of  this  book  will  be  satisfied,  that  greal 
part  of  it  is  of  a  period  much  later,  and  certainly  written 
after  Fleta  and  Britten  ;  for  it  states  many  points  of  law,  as 
it  were,  in  a  stage  of  progression  somewhat  receding  from 
those  writers,  and  approaching  nearer  to  those  of  later 
times.  It  is  probable  that  Andrew  Home,  whose  name 
it  bears,  might  take  up  an  ancient  book  of  that  name, 
and  work  it  into  the  volume  we  now  see,  in  the  reign  of 
this  king,  or  at  the  end  of  the  former ;  and  if  so,  we 
should  expect  that  whatever  it  propounds  was  actually 
law  in  the  reign  of  Edward  II."  In  cap.  1,  sect  13,  <^ 
the  Mirror,  translation  by  Hughes,  pages  38  to  48  (ed. 
1768),  entitled  "Of  the  Office  of  the  Coroners,*' 
there  is  a  very  fall  account  of  the  coroner's  duties  and 
jurisdiction.  The  section  commences  thus:  **To 
coroners  anciently  were  enjoined  the  keeping  of  the 
pleas  of  the  Crown,  which  extend  now  but  to  felonies 
and  adventures.  There  are  two  kinds  of  coroners, 
general  and  special.  To  the  office  of  general  coroners 
it  bclongcth  to  receive  the  appeals  of  all  the  county,  of 
felonies  done  within  the  year."  It  then  states,  that 
•*  special  coroners  are  coroners  of  liberties,  and  of  privi- 
leged places,"  and  proceeds :  ^'  To  the  office  of  one  and 
the  other  it  doth  belong,  to  view  the  carcases  of  the 
dead  by  felony,  or  by  mischance;  or  to  see  the  burnings 
and  the  wounds,  and  the  other  felonies,  that  is  to  say, 
every  one  in  his  bailiwic;  and  to  see  treasure  trove 
and  wrecks  of  the  sea,  and  to  take  the  acknowledgments 
of  felony,  and  to  give  the  abjuration  to  flyers  to  sane- 
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iuxrjf  and  to  take  the  inquests  of  felonies  happening  I860, 
within  their  bailiwics."  Again,  at  page  42,  it  is  stated:  TheQuMir 
"  Abo,  they  used  to  inquire  of  burnings,  and  who  put  hkbtord 
to  the  fire,  and  how ;  and  whether  it  were  by  felony  or 
mischance;  and  if  of  felony,  of  whose  felony,  and 
who  were  the  principal,  and  who  the  accessaries,  and 
who  were  the  threateners  thereof.''  [Blackburn  J. 
Can  you  produce  any  reported  instance  of  an  inquest 
held  on  a  fire  by  a  coroner?]  No  such  instance  has 
been  discovered ;  probably  because  coroners,  since  the 
creation  of  justices  of  the  peace  by  stat.  1  Edw.  3.  e.  16., 
allowed  the  justices  to  exercise  their  functions  in  this 
respect.  Mere  disuse,  however,  would  not  deprive  the 
coroners  of  their  jurisdiction.  The  next  authority  in 
point  of  time  is  Bractan,  who,  in  lib.  3,  folio  121,  cap.  5, 
'^De  officio  coronatorum  sopr^  horaicidium,*'  says, 
**  Cam  autera  contingat  homicidium  fieri  quandoque  in 
domibus,  quandoque  in  villis,  quandoque  in  vicis,  quan- 
doque in  campis  extra  villam,  et  etiam  in  nemoribus,  et 
ad  coronatores  pertineat  de  hujusmodi  occisis  cognoscere 
et  de  interfectore,  quis  ille  fuerit,  si  nesciatur,  diligentcm 
fiicere  inquisitionem :  ideo  bonum  est  videre  quale  sit 
eoram  officium  in  hac  parte.  Est  igitur  eorum  officium 
qood  quam  cito  habnerint  mandatum  a  ballivo  domini 
regis,  vel  a  probis  hominibus  illius  patriae:  accedere 
debent  ad  occisos  vel  vulneratos,  sive  ad  submersos  vel 
sobito  mortuos,  et  ad  domorum  fractioncs,  ct  ad  locum 
nbi  dicitur  thesaunim  fuisse  invenlum,  et  hoc  facere 
debent  statim  et  sine  mora  aliquS;.''  So  Fkta^  lib.  1,  c. 
18,  §  5,  p.  20  (ed.  1647,  by  Selden),  «  De  coronatori- 
bos,''  writes,  **  Imprimis  fideliter  prsesentent  de  omnibus 
nordris,  homicidiis,  fcloniis,  per  quern,  quando,  et  ubi, 
in  terrfi  videlicet,  vel  in  aqua,  bosco,  placio,  vel  marisco. 
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1860.  vel  in  vUU,  Vel  extra."  Of  the  work  of  JZrfor,  Reeue 
The  QuttH  {History  of  the  English  Law,  vol.  2,  p.  279  (ed.  2),) 
HcBioRD.  ^7^  ^^^^  ^^  ^^  ^'^  treatise  upon  the  whole  law,  as  it  stood 
at  the  time  this  author  wrote,^  and  that  he '*  followed 
Bracton  in  the  manner  and  matter  oP  the  work,  having 
adopted  his  plan,  and,  in  many  instances,  transcribed 
whole  pages  from  him.  '*  He  did  not,  however,  confine 
himself  to  Bracton  as  his  sole  guide,  but  had  also  an  eye 
to  Glanville.  Many  obscure  passages  in  those  writers 
are  illustrated  by  Fkta/*  Again,  in  Brittonf  c.  1,  sect 
3,  p.  11  {Kelham's  translation,  1762),  it  is  said :  '*  Also, 
it  is  our  pleasure,  that  as  soon  as  any  felony  or  misad- 
venture has  happened,  or  treasure  be  found  designedly 
concealed  underground,  or  in  case  of  the  rape  of  women, 
or  of  the  breaking  of  our  prison,  or  of  a  man  wounded 
almost  to  death,  or  of  other  accident  happenings  that 
the  coroner,  as  soon  as  ever  he  has  notice  of  it,  issue  his 
precept  to  the  sheriff,  or  the  bailiff  of  the  place  where 
the  accident  happened,  that  at  a  certain  day  he  cause  to 
appear  before  him  at  the  place  where  the  accident  hap- 
pened, the  four  adjacent  townships,  and  more  if  need 
be,  by  whom  he  may  inquire  of  the  truth  of  the  casualty •"* 
And,  in  sect.  32  of  the  same  chapter,  p.  25:  ''And 
whereas  we  have  declared  above,  that  coroners  ought  to 
make  inroUments  of  appeals  of  felonies,  of  the  death  of 
a  man ;  let  them  have  the  like  power  in  appeals  of  rape, 
robbery,  larceny,  and  in  appeals  of  every  other  kind  of 
felony.^  These  authorities  shew  that  Lord  Coke  did 
not  accurately  state  the  law  when  he  laid  down,  in  4 
Inst  271,  that  ^'  the  coroner  can  inquire  of  no  felony  hot 
of  the  death  of  man,  and  that  super  visum  corporis.** 
[Blackburn  J.  In  the  Liber  Assisarum,  27  JSdw.  3., 
fol.  141,  pi.  55,  it  was  held  that  the  coroner  has  no 
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power  to  entertain  any  indictment  except  super  visum        1860. 
corporis.     And  in  Yearb.  35  H.  6.  pL  33.  [B],  fol.  27,    The  Quim 
the  law  is  stated  to  the  like  effect  as  to  all  coroners,     HiRroaD. 
except    those    in    Northumberland^  by  the  custom   of 
which  county  the  coroners  may  take  cognizance  of  all 
felonies.]     In   Gamett  v.  Ferrand  (a)  Bayley  J.  said, 
''At  common  law  the  coroner  had  power  to  hear  and 
determine  felonies,''  *'  therefore  his  Court  was  analogous 
to  the  ordinary  Courts  of  law^   but  his  powers  were 
abridged  by  Mag.  Car.  c.  17.**    At  page  32  otJervis  On 
the  Office  of  Coroners^  the  author  says :  **  It  would  seem, 
from  the  statute  de  officio  coronatoris,  that  the  authority 
of  coroners  with  respect  to  felony  was  not  limited  to 
inquests  of  death  only;  for  by  that  statute   they  are 
directed  to  inquire  of  breakers  of  houses  ;  and  Britton, 
in  his  paraphrase  upon  that  statute,  treats  of  their  duty 
with  reference  to  inquiries  concerning  rape  and  prison- 
breach.     It  is,  however,  said,  and  supported  by  great 
iQthority,  that  coroners  have  no  power  ex   officio  to 
inquire  of  any  felony,  but  only  of  the  death  of  a  man 
upon  a  view,  and  cannot  take  an  indictment  in  any 
other  case.     But  this  is  doubted  by  Hawkins,  who  con- 
tends that  coroners  may  still,  if  they  please,  inquire  of 
'spe,  prison-breach,  and  house  breaking,  their  powers 
in  that  respect  never  having  been  expressly  taken  from 
them*    For  the  maintenance  of  this  opinion  he  relies 
upon  the  express  words  of  the  statute  de  officio  corona- 
toris, and  upon  the  commentary  of  Brittonhefoxe  alluded 
to,  and  argues,  that  the  authorities,  27  Ase.  55  and  35  H.  6, 
pL  27  b.  (i),  upon  which  the  contrary  doctrine  is  founded, 
do  not  decidedly  resolve  the  point,  this  question  having 

(a)  6i7.  #C.611.620. 

ijb)  Apparently  a  mbprint  for  '*  pi  33  [B]." 


V. 

HuifORa 
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1860.  there  arisen  incidentally  merely,  and  by  way  of  aiga- 
TbeQuxiH  ^^^U  upon  a  collateral  discussion."  Hawkinin  b  the 
better  opinion.  The  coroner  still  has  the  laif;er  juris- 
diction which  that  writer  assigns  to  him.  Magna  Cbarta, 
c.  17,  did  not,  as  Lord  Coke  erroneously  supposes,  take 
it  away.  It  is  thereby  enacted,  <<Nullus  Tice-conies 
constabularius  coronator  vel  alii  Ballivi  nostri  teneant 
placita  coronse  nostras.^  But  the  pleas  of  the  Crown 
there  intended  are  matters  in  which  there  is  both  accu- 
sation and  answer  by  the  accused,  neither  of  which  takes 
place  on  an  inquisition  before  the  coroner.  The  inquU 
sition  does  not  become  an  indictment  until  it  is  signed 
and  returned.  [Blackburn  J.  Does  not  the  fact,  that 
no  trace  of  the  exercise  by  the  coroner  of  the  jurisdic- 
tion for  which  you  contend  can  be  discovered,  tend  to 
shew  that  cap.  17  of  Magna  Charta,  which  is  certwilj 
capable  of  such  a  construction,  took  it  away?]  As  has 
been  already  observed,  mere  desuetude  would  not  do 
away  with  the  jurisdiction,  nor  can  that  circumstance 
affect  the  construction  of  the  statute,  [ffiffhtman  J. 
Could  the  coroner  take  any  fee  for  holding  an  inquest 
on  a  fire?]  Probably  not;  but  when  the  office  was 
first  created,  he  could  take  no  fees  at  all  (a). 

Mettish  and  Feamley,  contra.  The  question  is  con- 
cluded by  authority.  Coke,  Hak^  and  all  subsequent 
writers  on  the  subject,  except  Hawkins,  are  clearly  of 
opinion  that  a  coroner  has  no  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into 
anything  except  the  death  of  man,  and  that  super  visum 
corporis.  Lord  Coke,  in  his  comment  on  cap.  17  of 
Magna  Charta,  clearly  implies  that,  in  his  opinion,  the 

(a)  See  Stat.  Westin.  1.  c,  10.,  declared  bj  Lord  Coke  (2  Inst,  176)  to 
bo  in  affirmanco  of  the  common  law. 
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coroner  bad  no  further  jurisdiction,  even  before  tbat        1860. 

statute.     His  words  are  (a) :     «'  But  wbat  autbority  bad    The  Quxxh 

the  sberiffe  in  pleas  of  tbe  Crown  before  tbis  statute  ?     HxR»>Ra 

This  appearetb  by  Glanvill^  tbat  tbe  sberiffe  in  tbe  toum 

(for  tbat  is  to  be  intended)  beld  plea  of  tbeft,  for  be 

saitb;    excipitur  crimen    furti,   quod   ad  vice-comitem 

pertinet,  et   in  comitatibus    placitatur;    but    be  may 

inquire  of  all  felonies  by  tbe  common  law,  except  tbe 

deatb  of  man.     And  wbat  autbority  bad  tbe  coroner  ? 

Tbe  same  autbority  be  now  batb,  in   case  wben  any 

man  come  to  violent,  or  untimely  deatb,  super  visum 

corporis,  &c.     Abjurations  and  outlawries,  &c.,  appeales 

of  deatb  by  bill,  &c.     Tbis  autbority  of  tbe  coroner, 

viz.,  tbe  coroner  solely   to   take  an   indictment,  super 

visum  corporis ;  and  to  take  an  appeale,  .and  to  enter 

tbe  appeale,  and  tbe  count  remainetb  to  this  day.     But 

lie  can  proceed  no  further,  either  upon  the  indictment, 

or  appeale,  but  to  deliver  them  over  to  the  justices. 

^nd  this  is  saved  to  them  by  tbe  statute  of  ^.  1.  c.  10. 

^nd  this  appeareth  by  all  our  old  books,  book  cases  and 

^^ntinuall  experience.*'      There   is  some   difficulty  in 

distinguishing  between  tbe  ancient  jurisdiction  of  the 

coroner  in  appeals  and  in  indictments.     The  probability, 

however,  is,  that  appe<ils  were  not  brought  in  the  Court 

of  the   coroner,  but  in   the  county  Court,  which  was 

c/istinct  from  it,  and  of  which  both  tbe  sheriff  and  the 

kroner  were  members ;  and  that  in  tbe  county  Court 

appeals  of  all  other  felonies  than  the  death  of  a  man 

^^ere  taken  before  the  sheriff;  and  appeals  of  felonies 

^^lating  to  the  death  of  a  man,   before  tbe  coroner. 

Xnquests  on  the  dead,  on  the  other  band,  were  taken  in 

t^te  coroner's  separate  Court  only.     It  is  also  extremely 

(a)  2  Inst,  32. 
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1860.  doubtful  whether  or  not^  in  appeals  of  felony,  the  coroner 
TIm  QusKM  was  assisted  by  a  jury.  The  statute  de  officio  corona- 
HnuoBo.  ^^^^  ^  ^^'  1*  B^^^  2.,  perhaps  leaves  it  an  open  question 
whether  the  coroner  anciently  had  the  jurisdiction  con- 
tended for  by  the  other  side.  But  that  statute  is  a 
mere  abridgment  of  so  much  of  BraetofCs  work  as 
treats  of  the  coroner^s  jurisdiction ;  and  Bractan  nowhere 
says  that  he  has  jurisdiction  to  inquire  as  to  the  burnings 
of  houses.  Apparently,  therefore,  the  coroner,  in 
Henry  IIL's  time,  had  no  such  jurisdiction.  It  is  true 
that  Bracton^  in  the  passage  cited  on  the  other  side, 
says  that  the  coroner  is  to  go  **  ad  domonim  fractiones,** 
as  well  as  to  people  dead  or  wounded ;  but  it  is  clearly 
meant  that  he  is  to  go  there  merely  in  order  to  see  if  a 
death  has  been  thereby  caused ;  and  that  he  is  to  hold 
an  inquiry  only  "de  homine  occiso,"  if,  when  he  gets  to 
the  spot,  he  finds  that  a  man  has  been  killed.  The 
same  author,  lib.  3,  folio  122,  c.  7,  "De  officio  corona- 
torum  in  raptu  virginum,"  shews  that  the  coroner's  juris- 
diction in  that  respect  is  limited  to  hearing  an  appeal, 
and  that  he  is  not  to  hold  an  inquest.  The  jurisdiction 
is  founded,  only,  "si  quis  ab  aliqufi  de  raptu  fuerit 
appeUatus,  et  factum  recens  fuerit;^  in  which  case 
"attachietur  appellatus.^  Of  the  same  nature  b  the 
coroner's  jurisdiction  "de  pace  et  plagis;"  as  appears 
from  the  following  cap.  8.  "  Si  quis  de  pace  et  plagia 
fuerit  appeUatus,*'  "  si  plaga  mortalis  fuerit,  et  appel- 
latus  inveniatur,  statim  capiatur,  et  captus  detineatar, 
donee  sciatur  utriim  vulnus  convalescere  possit  vel  non, 
si  autem  non  et  moriatur,  appellati  retineantur  in  pri- 
sonfi.  Si  autem  convalescat,  attachietur  appellatua.** 
And  in  lib.  ni.,  fol.  146,  cap.  27,  where  the  author 
treats  "De  appello  de  iniqufi  combustione,**  a  similar 
course  of  procedure  is  laid  down.     He  says,  "  Si  qois* 
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'*KdeB  allenas  nequiter  combusserit,  et  fugerit^  si  sit  qui  i860, 
accuset,  et  sequatur,  procedatur  contrit  ipsum  sicut  de  xhe  Qnixx 
aliA  felonift;  si  Hon,  tunc  inquiratur  Veritas  in  adventu  hibford 
JQStitiariorum."  Fleta^  who  in  other  respects  agrees 
with  Bradan,  omits  to  mention  a  visit  ad  domorum 
iractiones  as  part  of  the  coroner's  duty.  Britton's  is  a 
?ery  brief  work,  and  not  of  such  authority  as  the 
others.  Its  language  is  wider^  but  states  the  law  too 
loosely  and  generally.  TTie  Mirror  of  Justices  is  of  no 
aotbority  whatever.  It  is  not  even  known  with  certainty 
when  it  was  written ;  and  it  is  very  probably  a  treatise 
on  the  laws  of  the  Saxons.  The  book  contains  so  many 
gross  inaccuracies  relating  to  the  jurisdiction  of  coro- 
ners, that  no  one  passage  in  it  can  be  considered  more 
reliable  than  another.  For  instance,  in  the  chapter  from 
which  the  other  side  have  made  citations,  cap.  1, 
sect.  13  {Hughes's  translation,  ed.  1768),  it  is  said, 
at  p.  41,  that  if  a  man  be  killed  by  false  judgment, 
the  jury  of  the  coroners  arc  to  "  declare  who  were 
the  judges,  who  the  officers  to  form  the  judgment 
and  who  accessaries,  and  if  of  false  witnesses,  who 
were  they,  and  the  jurors.^  Again,  from  the  enume- 
ration, at  p.  42,  of  the  different  kinds  of  accessaries, 
it  appears  that  the  coroner,  according  to  the  author,  was 
to  inquire  of  accessaries  after,  as  well  as  before,  the  fact. 
On  the  same  page  occurs  the  statement  that "  Coroners  also 
ooght  to  make  their  views  of  sodomies,  and  of  monstrous 
births  of  children,  who  have  nothing  of  humanity,  or 
who  have  more  of  other  creatures  than  of  man.''  These 
passages  are  sufficient  to  shew  that  the  statement  which 
follows,  that  coroners  **  used  to  inquire  of  burnings,  and 
who  put  to  the  fire,  and  how,"  is  one  to  which  not  the 
imallest  authority  can  attach.     The  statute  of  Mark- 
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1860.  Mdffe^S2H.  3.  c.  24.,  enacts  as  follows:  ^Jostidarii 
The  QuxKH  itinerautes  de  csetero  non  amercient  villatas  in  itinere 
Herioxi).  ®"^  ®^  quod  singuli  duodecim  annorum  non  venerint 
coram  vice-comitibus  et  coronatoribus,  ad  inquisitiones 
de  roberiis,  et  incendiis^  et  aliis  ad  coronam  spectantibus 
faciend';  dnm  tamen  de  villatis  illis  venerint  sofficientes, 
per  quos  hnjusmodi  inquisitiones  plen^  fieri  possint: 
exceptis  inquisitionibus  de  morte  horoinis  faciend*,  ubi 
omnes  duodecim  annorum  venire  debent,  nisi  rationa- 
bilem  habeant  causam  absentise  suse.^  Lord  Coke,  com- 
menting on  this  statute^  mentions,  as  one  of  the  mischiefr 
which  it  was  passed  to  prevent  (a),  *'  That  when  any 
robbery,  burning  of  houses,  homicide,  or  other  felony, 
was  done,  the  sherifie,  for  so  much  as  pertained  to  him, 
or  the  coroner  in  case  of  the  death  of  man,  would  sum- 
mon many  townships,  and  sometimes  a  whole  hundred, 
where  twelve  would  serve  to  make  inquiry."  And  this 
construction^  reddendo  singula  singulis,  has  always  been 
put  upon  the  statute.  Again,  by  the  Articuli  super 
chartas,  28  Edw.  1.  c.  3.,  it  is  enacted,  that  (£)  '*Piir 
ceo  que  avant  ces  heures  mults  des  felonies  faits  dedeins 
la  vierge  ount  estre  depunies,  pur  ceo  que  les  coroners 
de  pays  ne  soient  pas  entermis  denquirer  des  tiels 
maners  des  felonies  dedeins  la  vierge  ;**  "  ordeine  est, 
que  desormes  in  case  de  mort  de  home,  on  office  de 
coroner  appent  as  viewes,  et  enquests  de  ceo  faire,  soit 
maund  al  coroner  del  pays,  que  ensemblement  ove  le 
coroner  del  hostel  le  roy  face  loffice  que  appent,  et  le 
metter  en  rolle."  Lord  Coke,  in  a  note  to  thb  passage, 
says :  ^  This  is  understood  of  felonies  of  the  death  of 
man ;  for  the  inquiry  of  that  felony  belongs  to  the  office 

(a)  2  Inst.  147. 

(b)  Lord  Coke*B  spelling  is  followed  in  this  citation. 
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of  the  coroner  of  the  vierge,  and  so  it  is"  'Mn  this  Act        1860. 

explained,  oflSce  del  coroner  appent  a  viewes  et  enquests    The  Queen 

de  ceo  feire.**    Again^  in  4  Inst.  27 1 9  Lord  Coke  says:     heeVoed. 

"As  the  sherif  in  his  toum  may  inquire  of  all  felonies 

by  the  common  law,  saving  of  death  of  tnan,  so  the 

coroner  can  inquire  of  no  felony  but  of  the  death  of 

man,  and  that  super  visum  corporis :  he  shall  also  inquire 

of  the  escape  of  the  murderer,  of  treasure  trove,  deo- 

dands,  and  wrecks  of  the  sea.**    To  the  same  effect  is 

the  statement  by  Staundford^  in  '*  Les  Flees  del  Coron!* 

51  H. :  *'  Cest  estatut  '^  (de  oflBcio  coronatoris)  *'  quaunt 

il  bqoisition  a  prender,  extenda  soy  totalement  sur  mort 

penon,  per  que  semble  que  le  coroner  ne  pent  inquerer 

daater  felony,  forsque  de  mort  d^hommc.''     The  author 

adds,  that  BritUm^  in  fol.  3  of  his  work,  had  expressed 

the  contrary  opinion   ''  Que  il  peut  inquirer  de  rape 

de  femme,  et  de  debruser  de  prison,  queux  sont  auter 

felonies,  que  nest  morte  d*homme."    To  these  authori"- 

ties  may  be  added  that  of  HaUf  who,  in  his  Pleas  of  (he 

Crown,  vol.  2,  p.  56  (ed.  1800,  by  Dogherty\  says: 

"For  inquisitions.   Regularly  the  coroner  hath  no  power 

to  tal^e  inquisitions,  but  touching  the  death  of  a  man 

^d  persons  subitd  mortuis,  and  some  special  incidents 

hereunto."    So  again,  at  page  65:  "I.  By  what  hath 

i^n  before  said  it  appears,  that  the  coroner  hath  power 

^o  take  an  inquisition  of  felony  of  the  death  of  a  man, 

^d  likewise    of  certain  incidents  thereunto.     1.  Of 

Accessaries  before  the  fact,  but  not  of  accessaries  after. 

2»   Of  the  escape  of  the  manslayer,  that  thereupon  the 

^o  vmship  may  be  amerced,  which  is  further  confirmed 

l>y  Stat.  3  H.  7.  c.  1.     3.  Of  his  flight.    4.  Of  his  goods 

^Tmd  chattels.     But  be  hath  no  power  to  take  an  inqui- 

nt.ion  of  any  other  felony,  though  in  some  cases  he  hath 

^OL.  m.  K  E.   &  B. 
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I860.       power  to  take  appeals  of  other  matters,  as  shall  be  said 

The  QuxxA     hereafter.    2    Co.   Instit  p.  32.     Only   by  custom   in 

HsEFOBA.     Northumberland  the  coroner  hath  power  to  inquire  of 

other  felonies."    **  But  it  is  said  that  he  may  take  the 

confession  of  him  that  breaks  prison,  and  upon   his 

record  thereof  the  party  shall  be  hanged." 

"  2.  But  although  he  has  power  to  take  an  inquisition 
touching  the  death  of  a  man^  it  must  be  super  visum 
corporis,  and  not  otherwise.''  So  in  Com.  Dig.  tit. 
*'0fl5cer,"  *' Coroner,"  (G.  b.\  headed  "Jurisdiction  of 
the  Coroner.  To  take  an  appeal,  &c.,"  it  is  said :  ^*  He  has 
jurisdiction  with  the  sheriff  to  take  an  appeal  of  robbery, 
or  other  felony,  in  the  same  county,  in  the  County 
Court:  by  the  stat.  3  H.  7.  I."  But  in  the  subsequent 
article  {G.  11),  headed,  *'To  take  an  indictment,"  it  is 
stated,  "That  the  coroner,  notwithstanding  Magna 
Charta,  c.  17,  may  take  an  indictment  upon  the  death 
of  a  man.  2  Inst,  32.  But  only  upon  the  death  of  a  man, 
not  for  other  felony.  4  Inst.  271.  And  this  shall  be, 
super  visum  corporis,  otherwise  it  is  void.  4  Intt.  271. 
H.  P.  C.  170."  {Wightman  J.  In  Bae.  Abr.  tit. 
"  Coroners,"  (C),  sub.  fin.,  is  this  statement:  "  Accord- 
ing to  some  opinions,  a  coroner  ex  officio  hath  no  power 
to  take  any  indictment,  except  of  the  death  of  a  man.** 
And,  in  the  mai^inal  note  to  that  passage,  **  Withoat 
custom  he  hath  no  authority  to  take  any  inquisition 
other  than  on  death."]  That  statement  is  in  conformity 
with  the  other  authorities  which  have  been  cited,  moat 
of  which  are  there  referred  to. 

(They  were  then  stopped.) 

CocKBURN  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion   that  this  rule 
roust  be  made  absolute,  for  that  a  coroner  acts  beyond 
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the  proper  limits  of  his  oflBce  and  jurisdiction  in  holding       I860, 
ao  inquest  upon  a  fire.     We  have  the  authority  of  three     The  Qossx 
of  the  very  greatest  expositors  of  the  law  o{  England^  to     hkepord. 
the  effect  that  the  power  of  a  coroner  to  hold  inquests  is 
limited  to  cases  of  homicide^  or  violent  death,  and  that  •  % 

the  inquest  must  be  held  super  visum  corporis.     This 
is  clearly  laid  down  both  by  Lord   Coke  and  by  Lord 
Hakf  in  the  plainest  terms;  and  is  adopted  by  Chief 
Baron  Camyns  without  the  expression  of  the  slightest 
doubt  on  the  subject.     In  the  absence  of  an  express 
enactment  to  the  contrary,  these  authorities  are  amply 
lofficient  to  shew  that  a  coroner  does  not  possess  the 
joriadiction  which  has  been  contended  for.     Besides, 
there  appears  to  have  been,  from  the  time  of  Edward  I., 
certainly,  if  not  from  an  earlier  period,  down  to  within 
the  last  few  years,  a  uniform  abstinence  by  coroners  from 
the  exercise  of  such  a  jurisdiction.     Had  its  exercise 
formed  part  of  their  duties,  they  would  surely  not  have 
allowed  it  thus  to  fall  into  abeyance.     Independently  of 
these  considerations,  the  Acts  of  the  Legislature  from  time 
to  time,  with  reference  to  coroners,  must  be  regarded  as, 
to  some  extent,  an  exposition  of  the  law  on  the  subject 
For  instance,  coroners  were  at   first  prohibited  from 
taking  fees ;  but  in  process  of  time,  when  men  of  lower 
pontion  than  had  theretofore  been  the  case,  came  to  fill 
the  oflBce,    the  Legislature,  by  several  statutes,  com- 
mencing with  Stat  3  H.  7.  c.  I.,  provided  for  their 
lemaneration  by  fees.     In  each  of  thede  statutes  (a) 
the  fees  authorized  to  be  taken  are  limited  to  cases  of 
ixKjoests  on  the  view  of  a  dead  body.     Hence  it  may  be 
inferred  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Legislature,  coroners 

(«)  8ee thMe itatates enmneratod  in  Bae.  Abr.,  tit.  **  Coroners"  (G). 
K   2 
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1860.  possessed  no  jarisdiction  to  hold  any  other  inqiiests:  for 
The  QuKKN.  Otherwise  it  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  Parliament 
HeJford.  would  have  permitted  them  to  take  fees  in  cases  of  arson, 
for  instance,  as  well  as  in  cases  of  death.  The  only 
difficulty  arises  upon  the  statute  de  officio  coronatorisy 
and  the  passages  in  Bractan  and  Britton  which  have 
been  referred  to.  The  statute  in  question  saya  that  the 
coroner  is  to  go,  not  only  to  the  places  where  any  are 
slain,  or  suddenly  dead,  or  wounded,  but  also  '^  where 
houses  are  broken.**  This  might  seem  to  imply  that  he 
is  to  hold  inquests  in  cases  of  burglary  and  house- 
breaking. Mr.  Mellish  has  however,  I  think,  remoVed 
this  difficulty  by  shewing  that  the  statute  was  more  or  lem 
an  abridgment  of  the  common  law  on  the  subject,  as  pro* 
pounded  by  Bracton  ;  for  on  reference  to  that  author  we 
find  that  when  he  says  that  the  coroners  ^'accedere  debent 
ad**  '*  domorum  fractiones'*  he  has  in  his  mind  either  a 
case  of  appeal,  or  the  case  of  an  inquest  to  be  held  npon 
the  body  of  a  man  killed  when  the  house  was  broken 
into.  I  think,  also,  that  Mr.  Mellish  has  satisfactcHrilj 
explained  the  meaning  of  the  statute  of  Markbridye,  52 
H.  3.  c.  24.,  so  far  as  language  so  obscure  is  capable  of 
explanation.  I  do  not  say  th2t  the  question  is  altc^ther 
free  from  difficultj :  but  when  we  find  that,  fix>m  the 
time  of  Edward  I.  to  the  present,  the  alleged  jarisdic- 
tion has  never  been  exercised;  that  the  contempo- 
raneous exposition  of  stat  4  E.  1.  stat.  2.  is  consistent  with 
its  non-exercise  ;  and  that  great  authorities,  Hawkm» 
alone  excepted,  are  unanimously  against  its  existence ;  I 
think  that  our  course  is  clear,  to  the  decision  that  the 
jurisdiction  never  did  exist.  I  give  no  opinion  whether 
or  not  it  is  desirable  that  coroners  should  have  snch 
a  jurisdiction.  That  is  a  question  for  the  Legislature, 
not  for  us,  to  determine. 
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WioHTMAH  J.    The  question  before  us  Is  one  of  very       1860. 

general  importance;  and  as  I  understand   that  it   has    The  Quekh 

become  the  practice  of  late  years  to  hold  inquests  in     ^^^io^j^ 

like  cases,  and  it  does  not  appear  that  there  has  ever 

been  an  express  decision  on  the  point,  I  could  have  wished 

lor  more  time  to  look  closely  into  the  authorities,  but 

fer  the  clear  opinion  which  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  has 

expressed,  and  with  which   I  am  disposed   to  agree. 

Whatever  the  original  jurisdiction  of  the  coroner  may 

have  been,  it  was,  clearly,  very  considerably  limited  by 

Magna  Charta,  e.  17,  and  has  been,  since  the  statute 

de  ofl^o  ccMTonatoris,  confined  to  the  matters   therein 

mentioned;    the  principal    of   which   is   the   holding 

ioqoests  on  the  death   of  man  super  visum   corporis, 

mbA  the  remainder  of  which  must  have  reference  not 

lo  inqnests  but  to  appeals.     The  principal  ground  upon 

which  I  rely  is  that,  since  that  statute,  there  has  been, 

tiU  quite  recently,  no  recorded  instance  of  an  exercise 

by  a  coroner  of  the  jurisdiction  now  attempted  to  be 

established.      Lord   Coke,    in    2   Inst.    32,    where  he 

contrasts  the  {)ower  of  the  sheriff  and  of  the  coroner, 

gives  a  precise  opinion  that  the  latter  has  no  authority 

to  hold   any  other  inquest  than  one  on  a  death,  and 

that  super  visum   corporis.     This  opinion   is   fortified 

by  the  very  high  authority  of  Lord  Hale,     It  is   true 

that  there  is  a  dictum  to  the  contrary  in  Hawk.  P.  (7., 

lib.  IL,  c.  9,  sect.  2 1,  p.  79  (ed.  1824,  by  Curwood)^  where 

it  b  said,  *'  This  statute'^  (de  officio  coronatoris)  ''  being 

wholly  directory,  and  in  affirmance  of  the  common  law, 

doth  neither  restrain  the  coroner  fiotn  any  branch  of  his 

power,  nor  excuse  him  from  the  execution  of  any  part 

of  his  duty,  not  mentioned  in  it,  which  was  incident  to 

his  office  before;  and  from  hence  it  follows,  that  though 
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1860.  the  statute  mention  only  bis  taking  inquiries  of  the  death 
The  QuEEii  ^^  persons  slain  or  drowned,  or  suddenly  dead;  yet  he 
HsBn>Bo.  ^^y  ^"^  ought  to  inquire  of  the  death  of  all  persons 
whatsoever  who  die  in  prison,  &&"  Again,  in  sect.  35 
of  the  same  chapter,  p.  83,  the  same  author  says :  *'  It 
is  expressly  said  in  some  books  that  a  coroner  hath  no 
power  ex  officio  to  inquire  of  any  felony,  but  only  of  the 
death  of  a  man  upon  view.  And  both  Staundford  and 
Hale  seem  to  speak  doubtfully  of  this  matter  upon  the 
authority  of  those  books ;  and  Sir  Edward  Coke  seems 
expressly  to  declare  his  opinion,  that  a  coroner  hath  no 
power  to  take  an  indictment  in  any  other  case.  Yet 
since  it  is  expressly  declared  by  the  above  mentioned 
statute"  (de  officio  coronatoris)  ''  that  a  coroner  ought  to 
inquire  of  the  breakers  of  houses ;  and  it  is  said  by 
Britton  that  he  may  inquire  of  rape,  and  of  the  breach 
of  a  prison  ;  and  such  power  hath  never  been  expressly 
taken  from  him ;  it  seems  hard  to  say  that  he  may  not 
still  make  such  inquiries,  if  he  please."  *^As  to  the 
authority  of  27  Ass.  55  and  35  H.  6,  pi.  27  b.  (a),  which 
are  cited  for  the  maintenance  of  the  contrary  opinion, 
it  may  be  answered  that  this  point  is  not  resolved  in 
either  of  those  books,  but  only  spoken  of  incidentally : 
for  the  very  point  resolved  in  the  Book  of  Assizes  seems 
to  be  no  more  than  this,  that  a  coroner  hath  no  power 
to  take  an  indictment  of  an  accessary  after  the  fact ; 
and  that  which  is  said  in  the  Tear  Book  of  H.  6. 
concerning  this  matter,  is  only  brought  in  by  way  of 
argument  concerning  a  point  of  a  quite  different  nature.** 
These  passages,  however,  amount  to  no  more  than  an 
expression  of  opinion,  based  upon  a  comparison  of  the 
ancient  authorities ;  which,  it  must  be  remembered,  are 

(«)  Apparently  a  mieprint  for  pi.  33  [B]. 
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ilvrajs  obscare  and  often  vague.     The  best  guide  to  the        I860. 
dwcovery  of  the  duties  of  an  ancient  oflBce  is  custom  ;     The  Qubkh 
lod  in  the  present  case  the  custom  is  opposed   to  the     ^^^i^^j^ 
existence  of  any  such  jurisdiction  as  that  which  has  been 
claimed  before  us  for  the  coroner. 

(Crompton  J.  had  left  the  Court.) 

Blackburn  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     We  are 
called  upon  to  prohibit  the  coroner  from  further  holding 
this  inquest;  on  the  ground  that,  in  holding  it,  he  is 
noting  beyond   his    jurisdiction.     As   to   the  question 
whether  this  is  a  case  in  which  prohibition  lies,  I  think 
it  sufficiently  appeared,  in  the  course  of  the  argument, 
that  it  is.    The  question,  then,  is,  has  the  coroner  this 
particular  jurisdiction?    It  is  said   that  he  has  it  at 
common   law;   and  that  his  common   law  powers  in 
this  respect  were  left  untouched  by  Magna   Charta. 
Now  there  are  two  methods  of  shewing  that  a  juris- 
diction exists  at  common  law ;  namely,  either  by  proof 
that  it  has  been  actually  exercised,  or  by  the  citation  of 
passages  from  leading  authorities,  decidedly  asserting 
its  existence.     But  in  the  present  case  not  only  can  no 
instance  of  the  exercise  in  fact  of  the  jurisdiction  in 
question   be   adduced,   but    Coke^    Hale   and    Comj/ns, 
following  Staundford^  a  great  authority  on  such  a  point, 
til  agree  that  the  coroner  can  hold  no  other  inquest 
than  that  on  view  of   a  dead  body.     The  only  two 
recOTded  instances  in  which  a  coroner  has  exercised  any 
other  jurisdiction  were,  both  of  them,  cases  in  the  city 
of  London ;   brought  in  the  Court  of  the  sheriff  and 
coroner  by  way  of  appeal,  and  not  before  the  coroner 
alone  by  way  of  inqubition.     Mr.  Mellish  has  explained 
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I860.  tbe  distinction  between  tbe  Court  of  tbe  coroner  alone 
The  QuxBH  ^°^  '^*^  composed  of  tbe  sberiff  and  tbe  coroner 
HiBroEii.  ^ogc^l^cr^  On  ibe  otber  band,  we  find  tbat,  in  a  case 
reported  in  tbe  Book  of  Assizes,  27  E.  3.,  foU  141,  pL 
65,  tbis  Court  sent  back  an  indictment  forwarded  to  it 
by  tl)e  coroner :  giving  as  a  reason,  according  to  the 
report,  tbat  a  coroner  cannot  bold  an  inquest,  except  on 
a  dead  body,  unless  by  special  writ  directed  to  bim  for 
tbe  purpose.  Tbe  law  is  plainly  laid  down  to  tbe  same 
effect  in  Vearb.  35  H.  6.,  pL  33  [B],  fob  27.  The 
obscure  and  difficult  passages  wbicb  have  been  cited  to 
us  firom  The  Mirror,  Brittany  Bracton  and  Fleia  are  not 
sufficient  to  shew  tbat  a  coroner  ever  bad  jurisdiction 
to  bold  an  inquest  on  a  fire.  But,  even  if  be  bad  it  at 
one  time,  tbe  authority  of  HaUf  Coke  and  Comymt, 
fortified  by  tbe  general  custom  of  tbe  office,  is  strong  to 
shew  that  it  was  taken  away,  at  all  events,  by  Magna 
Charta.  It  is  true  tbat  it  would  not  be  abrogated  by  mere 
non-user;  but  when  the  non-user  has  prevailed  for  many 
hundred  years  a  strong  presumption  is  afforded  thereby 
against  tbe  existence  at  any  time  of  tbat  which  has  been 
thus  in  disuse.  My  brother  Crompton  authorized  me  to 
say  that,  although  tbe  statute  de  officio  coronatoris  at  first 
raised  a  doubt  in  his  mind,  he  is  satisfied  with  Mr. 
MeUi8h*s  explanation  of  it,  and  now  agrees  in  the  view 
which  has  been  expressed. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  If  we  did  not  state  our  opinion 
sufficiently  during  the  argument,  I  wish  to  add  that  we 
entertain  no  doubt  but  that  a  prohibition  may  issue  to 
a  Court  exercising  criminal  jurisdiction  as  well  as  to  a 
pivil  Court. 

Rule  absolute. 
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18G0. 


Reqina  against   William  Seageb  White  and  ^^ 

AlfN  FiSHEB,  ^f^th. 

/nr    B.  KENNEDY,  on  May  29th,  moved  for  and  A  coroner 

obtained  a  rule  calling  on  John  Birt  Davies,  Esq.,  after  hMmg' 

the  coroner  for  the  borough  of  Birmingham,  to  shew  ^p^^^m 

cause  why  a  writ  of  certiorari  should  not  issue  to  remove  ^^IJ^e 

into  this  Court  all  inquisitions  taken  before  him  on  the  J^jf f'g^^ 

body  of  Emma  Stafford.  ^^  inqneet, 

•'  '*'  mero  motu, 

It  appeared,  from  the  aflBdavits  on  which  the  rule  was  on  the  same 

.     '^  .  body;  the 

obtained,  that  there  had  been  two  inquisitions  held  on  first  not 
the  body  of  the  said  Emma  Stafford;  and  that,  under  quashed,  and 
the  first  of  them,  the  jury  found  that  she  had  died  from  melius  inqni- 
nauiral  causes;  but,  under  the  second,  a  verdict  of  wilful  ^J^^^^^^* 
murder  was  returned  against  the  defendants  White  and 
Fisher,  who  were  committed  to  prison  by  the  coroner's 
wanrant  on  that  charge.     The  rule  was  moved  for  with 
a  view  to  quash  this  second  inquisition* 

Kennedy,  in  moving  the  rule,  argued  that,  the  first 
inquisition  having  been  held  super  visum  corporis,  it 
was  not  competent  to  the  coroner  to  take  a  second,  the 
fint  remaining  unquashed,  and  no  melius  inquirendum 
heing  awarded.  And  that,  even  if  the  first  should  be 
quashed,  the  coroner  could  only  be  empowered  to  take 
asecoad  by  the  order  of  the  Court. 

He  cited  2  Hale^s  P.  C,  pp.  58,  59  (ed.  1800,  by 
Ihgheriy) ;  "  If  the  coroner  take  an  inquisition  without 
^w  of  the  body,  he  may  take  a  second  inquisition 
BU{)er  visum  corporis,  and  that  second  inquisition  is 
good  for  the  first  was  absolutely  void.  2  B.  3.  2.,  21  E. 
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1860.  4*  70.  But  if  a  coroner  takes  an  inquisidon  super 
The  QuKEH  ▼isura  corporis,  and  after  this  another  coroner  takes  an 
Whitk.  inquisition  upon  the  same  matter,  the  second  inquisition 
is  void,  because  the  first  was  well  taken.  M.  6  IL  2. 
Coron.  107.  Crompt  Justic,  229.  b.  If  n  coroner 
takes  an  inquisition  super  visum  corporis  (as  upon  a  felo 
de  se),  and  that  is  sent  into  the  King's  Bench  and 
quashed,  the  coroner  may  take  a  new  inquisition  super 
visum  corporis."  Also  UmfreviUe^s  Lex  Coranatoria^  p. 
136  (ed.  1822,  by  Grindon)(p.  220  of  original  edition  of 
1761);  in  which  the  case  of  the  two  inquests  on  Seijeant 
Jenney*8  servant,  reported  in  Yearb,  2  R.  3.,  fol.  2.  pi.  5, 
and  referred  to  in  the  above  extract  from  Hak^  is  cited 
at  length.  And  Hawk.  P.  C,  Lib.  n.,  c.  9,  s.  23  (vol.  2» 
p.  80,  of  Cunoood's  edition),  in  which  the  same  case  is 
thus  spoken  of.  ^'It  hath  been  resolved,  that  a  coroner 
may  lawfully  within  convenient  time,  as  the  space  of 
fourteen  days  after  the  death,  take  up  a  dead  body 
out  of  the  grave  in  order  to  view  it,  not  only  for 
the  taking  of  an  inquest,  where  none  hath  been  taken 
before,  but  also  for  the  taking  of  a  good  one,  where  an 
insuflBcient  one  hath  been  taken  before.**  Also,  Anany^ 
mous  (a),  where  "The  Court  granted  a  rule  for  the 
coroner  in  Wenloch  in  com'  Salop  to  take  up  a  body  in 
order  for  a  new  inquisition,  the  former  having  been 
quashed."  And  Rex  v.  Saunders  (J),  where  "  Yorke 
moved  for  leave  for  the  coroner  to  take  up  the  body,  and 
take  a  new  inquisition  according  to  2  Sid.  101  (c)^ 
Salk.  377  ((f),  which  was  granted;  and  it  was  said, 
the  coroner  could  not  do  it  without  leave  of  the 
Court." 

Rule  niai. 

(a)  1  Strange,  532.  (h)  1  Strange,  167. 

(c)  BarcWe  Case,  (d)  Regina  v.  Clerk,  1  SaJh  377. 
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It  appeared,  from  the  aflBdavits  filed  on  shewing  cause        i860, 
against  the  rule,  that  the  coroner  had  held  an  inquest  on    The  Quisii 
?iew  of  the  body  of  Emma  Stafford  on   17th  May  in      -^V^hitb. 
the  present  year,  at  which  a  verdict  of  '^  Died  by  the 
visitation  of  God"  was  recorded.     On  18lh  May,  before 
the  body  was  buried,  be  received  further  information, 
open  the  receipt  of  which  he  deemed  it  his  duty  to 
hold  a  second  inquest,  being  of  opinion  that  there  was 
occasion  for  further  inquiry ;  and,  thinking  it  expedient 
for  the  furtherance  of  justice  that  the  second  inquest 
should  be  held  before  the  marks,  if  any,  on  the  body 
were  effaced  by  decomposition,  he  held  a  second  inquest 
on  the  body  on  21st  May,  at  which  a  verdict  of  wilful 
mnrder  was  found  against    White,    as   principal,   and 
Fuher,  as  accessary  before  the  fact     The  coroner  also 
made  the  following  affidavit     '^  In  deciding  to  hold  the 
second  inquest,  I  was  partly  guided   by  the  following 
precedents  :  Regina  v.  Thomas  Jennings,  for  the  murder 
^  Ekazer  Jennings,  wherein  a  second  inquest  was  held, 
the  Brst  being  unquashed,  and  the  prisoner  was  con- 
victed (and  afterwards  executed)  for  murder,  at   the 
Berh  Lent  Assizes,  1845.    At  the  Warwick  Lent  Assizes, 
1846,  Mary  Marsh,  who  had  been  committed  for  murder 
by  me  upon  a  second  inquisition,  the  first  being  un- 
quashed,  was  tried  for  that  offence,  and  the  presiding 
Judge,  Coltman  J.,  did  not  express  any  disapproval  of 
the  holding  the  second  inquest,  although  counsel  for  the 
prisoner  had  strongly  drawn  attention  to  the   inquest 
being  a  second,  and  opposed  to  the  first  in  its  finding : 
but  the  prisoner  was  acquitted  on  other  grounds.    There 
^ss  a  similar  contrariety  of  verdipts  in  the  case  of 
Thomas  Jennings.^ 
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1 860.  FkJd  now  shewed  cause.    The  question  is^  whether  a 

The  QuBEH  coroner,  after  he  has  held  an  inquest  super  visum  corporis 
Whiti  ^^^  ^^®  J^^'y  ^*^®  returned  a  verdict,  can  hold  a  second 
inquest  before  a  fresh  jury  (a).  In  favour  of  his  juris- 
diction to  do  so  is  the  following  passage  in  Brittanf 
cap.  1,  pi.  (7),  fol.  4  (ed.  1640,  by  Wingate):  *'Et  si 
le  coroner  de  la  premere  enqueste  eyt  suspecion  de 
concelement  de  la  verite  ou  que  mestre  soit  de  plus 
enquere  et  par  autres,  si  enquerge  plusours  foitz.  Mes 
pour  nule  contrariety  de  verdit  ne  change  ne  amenuse 
son  enroulement  en  nul  point".  Which  passage  is  thus 
rendered  in  Kelham^s  translation,  p.  14  (ed.  1762). 
<' And  if  the  coroner  on  the  first  inquiry  suspect  con- 
cealment of  the  truth,  or  that  there  may  be  occasion  for 
a  further  inquiry,  and  that  by  others,  let  inquiry  be 
made  again  and  again ;  but  let  him  not  on  account  of 
any  contrariety  in  the  verdicts,  change  or  alter  his  in- 
roUment  in  any  point."  Kelham  adds,  in  a  note ;  <<  By 
others,  i.  e.,  by  other  evidence,  not  by  other  jurors'* ;  and 
refers  to  Umfreville's  note  on  this  passage,  in  his  Lex 
Coronatoria  (Introduction),  p.  zlv.  (i).  At  the  place  re- 
ferred to,  Umfreville  translates  the  passage  in  Britton  thus: 
^  And  if  the  coroner  upon  the  first  inquiry  shall  suspect 
the  truth  to  be  concealed,  or  that  it  be  necessary  to 
make  further  inquiry,  and  by  others,  let  his  inquiry  be 
often,  but  in  no  point  to  change  or  alter  hb  inrolmenti 
upon  account  of  any  contrariety  in  the  verdicts."  And 
the  note  thereon  is  as  follows:  ^^This  paragraph  is 
darkly  expressed  by  Britton^  and  requires  some  ezpla- 

(a)  That  the  jury  on  the  second  inquest  was  a  fresh  one  did  not 
appear  on  the  affidavits,  but  was  admitted  by  counseL 

{b)  See  the  original  edition  of  Un\frevilUf  1761.  Grindon  (ed.  1822) 
omits  this  note. 
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nation;  thoogh   it   may  be  rather  of  speculation  and        1860. 
coriositj  than  use.     The  seeming  difficulty  is  how  to    The  Qukeh 
understand  the  author's  meaning,  when  he  tells  us,  the       white 
further  inquiry  is  to  be  '  par  autres/  whether  by  other 
jurors^  or  by  other  evidence.     From  the  conclusion  of  the 
paragraph  which  directs  the  coroner  in  no  point  to  alter 
his  record,  by  reason  of  any  contrariety  in  the  verdict, 
it  might  prim&  facie  be  conceived,  that  the  coroner 
might  summon   other  jurors^   to   inquire,   &c.,  which 
might  cause  contradictory  verdicts.     But  the  fact  is  not 
so,  nor  could  the  coroner  summon  a  second  jury ;  nor 
is  the  word  verdict  here  made  use  of  to  be  understood 
of  the  ultimate  finding  of  the  jury,  but  only  of  the 
separate   opinion   of   the  several  villes  summoned   to 
mqaire,  which  often  made  further  evidence  necessary, 
and  caused  adjournments.     When  the  ullmiate  finding 
was  to  be  received,  and  all  could  not  agree,  the  villes 
were  then  to  be  separately  examined^  and  were  sepa- 
rately required  to  give  their  opinion  ;  and  the  judgment 
of  each  ville  was  then  separately  to  be  recorded  by  the 
coroner,  as  the  *' dicta  utriusque  partis*',  but  the  com- 
pleat  verdict,  or  effective  finding,  was  to  be  collected 
''ezdicto  majoris  partis  juratorum,"  fi'om  the  majority 
of  the  jurors  agreeing  one  way:  ^'et  standum  est  dicto 
oiajorispartis  juratorum,"  was  then  record-reasoning;  and 
distinctly  to  specify  and   record  the  **  dicta  utriusque 
partis,"  was  then  the  customary  usage.     And  thb  seems 
explained  by  the  Mirrour^  c  1,  $.  13,  and  confirmed  by 
the  curious  records  communicated  in  the  notes  ad  2  Hale. 
A  C.  297.     Vid.  BrU.  12.  h.     This  further  inquiry, 
therefore,  is  to  be  understood  as  by  other  evidence;  and 
not  by  other  jurors.^    Kelham  and  Umfreville,  however, 
misunderstood  BrittoiCs    language.     In  support  of   his 
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1860.  constraction  of  it,  Kelham  refers,  in  the  margin,  to  the 
The  Qubbh""  ^^^  passage  in  the  Mirror  (c.  1,  §.  13);  which,  however. 
Whits  contains  nothing  bearing  on  the  question ;  and  also  to 
Fleta,  p.  37,  §.  3,  (ed.  by  Selden\  which  is  as  follows; 
**  £t  facta  inquisitione  semel  vel  pluries,  quotquot 
indictaverint,  statim  capiantur  si  inveniri  possunt,  augere 
enim  poterit  quilibet  coronator  suas  irrotulationes, 
miuuere  autem  nequaquam.''  This  passage  is  against 
Umfrevilles  construction  of  Britton;  for  bj  an  ^inqui- 
sition taken  once  or  several  times''  Fleta  must  mean 
several  inquisitions,  not  several  adjournments  of  one 
inquisition.  [Crompton  J.  If  the  coroner  has  juris- 
diction, mero  motu,  to  hold  a  second  inquest,  what 
necessity  is  there  for  an  application  for  a  melius  inqui- 
rendum in  any  case  ?J  The  object  of  that  writ  was  to 
insure  a  full  inquiry  in  cases  where  the  coroner  male  se 
gessit.  It  ordinarily  went  to  the  sheriff,  not,  except  by 
leave  of  the  Court,  to  the  coroner.  The  passage  cited 
by  the  other  side,  on  moving  for  the  rule,  from  2  Hakf 
P.  C,  pp.  58,  59,  does  not  go  to  the  extent  of  laying 
down  that  in  no  case  can  a  coroner  take  a  second 
inquest,  unless  the  first  was  taken  without  a  view  of 
the  body.  Supposing,  however,  that  such  was  Hal^^ 
opinion,  the  case  of  the  double  inquest  on  Serjeant 
Jentiey's  servant,  which  he  cites  in  support  of  it,  does 
not  bear  him  out.  There  are  two  reports  of  that  case 
{Yearb.  2  Ric.  3.,  fol.  2,  and  Vearb.  21  Edw.  4.,  foL 
70);  and  there  is  nothing  in  either  of  them  to  shew 
that  the  first  inquest  was  not  super  visum  corporis.  On 
the  contrary,  the  report  in  Yearb.  2  Ric.  3.,  fol.  2,  which 
is  as  follows,  states  that  it  was  so.  'Anno  vicesirao 
E.  4,  quidam  serviens  fVilF  Jenney  servientis  ad  legem, 
intcrfectus  fuit  per  quendam  R.  Petit  in  Com.  Suff.,  et 
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posteft  soper  visum  corporis  idem  jR.  Petit  indictus  fuit        1350. 
coram  coronatore,   per  nomen   B.  Petit  de   tali   villS   'ihe  Queen 
▼agabund',  ut  principalis  murdrator  cum  aliis  accessoriis^       White. 
et  postea  coronator  prseceperit  corpus  interfecti  sepeliri. 
Et  posted  idem  Wilt  Jenney  videos  illud  indictamentum 
insufficiens  fieri,  fecit  dictum  coronatorem  et  alios  co- 
mnatores    ejusdem    comitatus    iterum    eSbdire    extra 
terram  interfectum  ziv.  dies  sepultum,  et  indictaverunt 
itenim  eundem  IL  Petit  sufficienter  cum  aliis  accessoriis, 
fidelicet  W.  WxngfeW  arroig.  et  alios  (a),  et  super  hoc 
grans  clamor  venit  ad  regem  et  quod  esset  contrk  legem, 
et  propter  hoc  omnes  justitiarii  associati   in   camer& 
Bcaccarii  concordaverunt  quod  coronatores  ben^  fecerunt." 
There  is  nothing  in  Yearb.  21  Edw.  4.  70.,  inconsistent 
with  this  statement  of  the  facts.    So  far,  therefore,  from 
the  case  supporting  the  opinion  attributed  by  the  other 
8ide  to  Hahy  it  is  a  direct  authority  the  other  way. 
[Crompton  J.     It  appears  from  the  report  that  the  first 
inquest  was  insufficient;    and  that  inquest  roust  have 
been  ?oid  in  point  of  form  at  least     Possibly  the  inqui- 
sition did  not  purport  on  its  face  to  be  drawn  up  super 
visum  corporis.     CoMurn  C.  J.     If  two  inquests  may 
be  held  and  two  conflicting  verdicts  returned,  what  is  to 
determine  which  of  the  two  findings  is  to  be  tried  at  the 
Assizes?]    The  last  in  point  of  time  should  be  tried;  as 
was  done  in  the  case  in  the  Yearbooks,   Lastly,  assuming 
that  the  second  inquest  ought  not  to  have  been  held,  hav- 
ing been  held  it  is  valid.     In  Rex  v.  Bonny  {b)  the  Court 
nfused  to  disturb  a  second  inquest  taken  upon  view  of 
> body  which  was  disinterred  for  the  purpose  after  having 
been  buried  more  than  a  year ;  a  previous  inquest  upon 

(«)  Sie.  (h)  Carth.  72. 
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1860.        it  having  been  then  quashed.  Upon  a  motion  being  made. 
The  QukuT  ^^^^  ^^®  second  inquest*  and  more  than  two  years  firom 
^  ^*  the  death,  for  a  melius  inquirendum,  the  Court  said  that 

although  that  proceeding,  rather  than  a  second  inquest 
would  have  been  proper,  considering  the  length  of  time 
that  the  body  had  been  buried,  yet  &ctum  valet  quod  fieri 
non  debet  [Cockbum  C.  J.  I  am  disposed  to  think 
that,  in  the  case  cited  from  the  Yearbooks^  the  first 
indictment  had  been  quashed  before  the  second  inquest 
was  held.]  Hiere  is  no  trace  of  that  in  the  reports. 
No  Court  appears  to  have  interfered;  but  Serjeant 
Jeniiey  was  the  only  person  who  procured  the  coroners 
to  hold  the  second  inquest  In  the  present  case  the 
coroner  is  simply  desirous  of  doing  what  the  Court 
thinks  right.  It  must  be  admitted  there  is  no  decision 
upon  the  subject  except  that  which  has  been  cited ;  nor 
have  any  precedents  but  those  mentioned  in  the 
coroner's  affidavit  been  discovered. 

C  R.  Kennedy^  in  support  of  the  rule,  was  not  called 
upon. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  We  are  all  of  opinion  that 
this  rule  must  be  made  absolute.  We  have  the  autho* 
rity  of  Lord  Hale  and  the  uniform  course  of  practice 
in  support  of  the  proposition,  that  a  coroner  cannot 
hold  a  second  inquest  while  the  first  is  existing.  If  the 
coroner  were  allowed,  mero  motu,  to  hold  two  inquests, 
the  greatest  inconvenience  might  arise  from  the  incon- 
sistent findings  of  the  respective  juries.  In  holding  an 
inquest,  the  coroner  performs  a  judicial  duty,  and  he  is 
functus  officio  as  soon  as  the  verdict  has  been  returned. 
He  can  hold  no  second  inquest  in  the  same  Case  unless 
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the  first  has  been  quashed  by  this  Court;  nor  can  he        18G0. 
inquire  any  further  unless  a  melius  inquirendum  has    The  Queek 
been  awarded.  ^j;^^ 

Wiohtman^Cboicptok  and  Blac&burn  Js.  concurred. 

Rule  absolute  (a). 

(<)  iTh^  ilile  wAs  drftwn  up  tor  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  the  inqoifiitioii 
of  2l8t  May;  and,  hj  conseot^  that  the  said  inquisition,  when  returned^ 
beqQABhad. 


END  OP  TmNITT   TERJit 
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i«6o-  CASES 

ARGUED  AND  DETERMINED 

IN 

TRINITY  VACATION, 

XXin.  &  XXIV.  VICTORIA. 


The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  who  sat  ia 
Banc  in  this  Vacation  were : 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  Hill  J. 

Crompton  J.  I  Blackburn  J. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER 

(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 

pwr*<fw,  The  Queen,  on  the  prosecution  of  Hans  Rino- 
LAND,  against  The  Burslem  Local  Board  of 
Health. 

[Reported,  \  E.  %  E.  1088.] 

IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 

J*«»"«^^      Perrins  against    The  Marine    and    General 
Travellers'  Insurance  Company. 

[Reported,  2  E.  Sf  E.  324.] 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 
John  Clabk  against  The  Queen.  jtV^ 

ERROR  by  the  defendant  to  reverse  the  judgment  The  Court 
«  .  •/,..,  m       has  power  to 

against  him  on  an  information  m  the  nature  of  a  change  the 

^t  of  quo  warranto.    The  venue  in  the  margin  of  the  ^fo^^i^ 

information  was  South  Lancashire;   and  the  informa-  JS?"!"*!^ 

'  01  a  quo  war- 

tion  called  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  by  what  authority  ^^^  =  *°^  * 

*^  •'  •'    (raggeetion  on 

he  claimed  to  exercise  the  office  of  councillor  of  one  the  record, 

^  that  the  trial 

w  the  wards  of  the  borough  of  Liverpool.    The  defend-  of  the  issue 
<Qt  traversed  that  he  exercised  the  office  of  councillor,  conveniently 
or  claimed  to  be  councillor.     Issue  was  joined  thereon,  county  o/the 
Then  followed  on  the  record  a  suggestion  by  the  Court  yenuel^Ws 
of  Qaeen's  Bench  that  the  trial  of  the  above  issue  could  !^d'forthe 
he  more  conveniently  had  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  change,  and 

•^  ^  "^  for  the  Bubse- 

and  therefore,  according   to  the  statute  in  such  case  quentpro- 

j  1  .  1  1  .  .  n  ceilings  in 

niade  and  provided,  that  a  jury  of  the  said  county  of  that  county. 
iBddle$ex  &c.  The  record,  further,  shewed  that  the 
ease  was  tried  in  Middlesex  by  a  jury  of  that  county, 
^ho  found  the  defendant  guilty,  and  judgment  of 
OQster  was  accordingly  entered.  Error  was  assigned, 
OQ  the  ground  that  the  case  was  tried  before  a  Middlesex 
jwy,  and  not  before  a  jury  of  the  county  or  place 
where  the  venue  was  laid ;  and  that  no  law  warranted 
the  trial  of  the  issue  by  such  a  jury,  on  the  suggestion 
that  the  trial  could  be  more  conveniently  had  in 
Middlesex  than  in  Lancashire. 
1.  2 
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Friday, 

Hodgson  and  others  against  Hooper  and  others.  ^^rtd%, 

June  Htk 

P^JECTMENT  brought,  by  writ  dated  16th  February^  On  2l8t  Au- 
1859,   by  the  plaintiffs,   the    churchwardens  and  fheiordofa 

manor,  with 

^  the  consent 

w  certain  of  the  tenants,  granted  to   five  persons,  two  of  whom  were  the  church- 

viitieiu  and  OTerseers  of  the  parish  of  M.,  license  to  enclose  3  a.  2  r.  of  the  waste 

of  the  manor ;    and  that  they  and  their  heirs,  and  all  persons  claiming  under  them, 

ihoiild  and  might  lawfully  hold  the  same,  so  enclosed,  in  trust  for  the   purpose  of 

JnuMing  a  worl^ouse  for  the  poor  of  M. ;   rendering|  to  the  then  lord  and  to  all  other 

wdsof  the  manor  the  yearly  rent  of  ds.  for  the  same  in  every  year  for  ever.    This  grant 

VBs  not  according  to  any  custom  in  the  manor,  nor  was  there  axiy  such  custom.    The 

thurehwardens  and  overseers  of  M.  immediately  took  possession  of  the  land  the  subject 

of  ih»  grants  and  built  on  it  a  workhouse  which,  up  to  Midsummer^  1838,  was  used  as 

1^;  and  possession  of  the  workhouse  and  land  was  retained  by  the  churchwardens  and 

^^wneers,  or  persons  claiming  through  them,  from  1781  to  1840,  when  they  were  sur- 

Kndered  to  the  then  lord  of  the  manor,  as  hereafter  mentioned.    In  1817,  the  church- 

nidens  and  overseers  of  Af.  also  took  possession  of  2  r.  10  p.  of  land,  contiguous  to 

wat  granted  in  1781 ;  and  retained  possession  of  this  additional  land  also  from  1817  to 

1840.   The  five  persons  nominated  as  trustees  of  the  original  land  by  the  grant  of  1781 

«i  died  before  1817,  and  no  heir  of  the  survivor  came  in  to  claim  admittance  to  it,  after 

^  proclamations  in  the  manor  Court  calling  upon  him  to  do  so.    In  October,  1835,  the 

then  steward  of  the  manor  gave  notice  to  the  churchwardens  of  Af.  to  nominate  other 

^vttees  in  the  stead  of  those  deceased,  in  order  to  their  admittance  at  the  next  manor 

^OQit,  to  save  a  forfeiture.    In  compliance,  the  vestiy  of  the  parish  nominated  seven 

™i  trustees,  who,  on  27th  October,  1835,  were  admitted  to  both  pieces  of  land  at  a 

^BA&or  Court ;  the  parish  paying  a  fine  to  die  lord  and  the  lord  granting  the  land  to  the 

*^oi  persons  and  their  heirs,  to  hold  by  copy  of  court  roll  and  at  the  will  of  the  lord,  on 

«« same  trusts  as  in  the  grant  of  1781,  and  at  the  same  yearly  rent  of  5s.    From  the 

f^^onts  of  a  deceased  steward  of  the  manor,  it  appeared  that  this  rent  was  paid  to  the 

1^  from  1781  to  1791,  and  from  the  parish  books  of  M.  it  appeared  that  it  was  also  paid 

jwa  1825  to  1836.    In  January,  1840,  the  vestry  of  M.  passed  a  resolution  that,  there 

"^i^g  no  further  use  for  the  premises  as  a  workhouse,  the  land  should  be  forthwith 

''^Qdered  to  the  then  lord  of  the  manor  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  and  the 

^j|"Wee8  appointed  in  1835.    And  in  February,  1840,  that  surrender  was  made  to  the 

^  lord  of  the  manor,  the  surrender  comprising,  in  terms,  the  first  piece  of  land  only, 

^  poflsession  being  given  to  the  lord,  not  of  it  only,  but  also  of  the  other.    The  lord, 

by  himself  or  by  persons  claiming  under  him,  held  undisturbed  possession  of  both  pieces 

^  land  bom  February,  1840,  to  the  time  of  the  present  action. 

On  a  caae  stated,  m  an  action  of  ejectment  brought,  on  16th  February,  1859,  by  the 
™^waidens  and  overseers  of  M.,  to  recover  both  pieces  of  land  from  aefendants,  who 
^^  in  possession  and  claimed  under  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  1840,  power  being  reserved 
*o  the  Court  to  draw  inferences  of  fact :  Held,  that  plain tiflfe  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
either  piece  of  land.  As  to  the  original  piece,  that  tue  possession  by  plaintiffs  under  the 
8^t  of  1781  was  at  the  outset  permissive,  and  had  not,  down  to  and  at  the  time  of  the 
pang  of  Stat  3  &  4  ff .  4.  c.  27.  (Jidy,  1833),  become  adverse;  plaintiffis  having,  from 
1781  down  to  that  time,  held  cither  as  tenants  at  will  or,  at  most,  as  tenants  from  year 
^y«ar  of  the  lord.  That  such  tenancy  was  determined  by  the  admittance  of  the  fresh 
^ees  for  M.  in  October,  1835,  whereby,  within  five  years  from  the  passing  of  stat. 
3&4  JF.  4.  r.  27.,  a  fresh  tenancy  at  will  was  created:  which  last  tenancy  was,  within 
tteotj^ne  years  of  its  inception,  namely,  in  1840,  determined  by  the  lord's  entry  and 
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186a  BreH,  for  the  defendant  (a>     There  has  been  a  mis- 

Clabk  trial.  The  venue  was  local,  and  the  Court  below  had 
The  QuBKH.  ^^  power  to  change  it  to  Middlesex  on  the  mere  suggea- 
tion  that  the  trial  could  be  more  conveniently  had 
there ;  though  possibly,  had  the  suggestion'  been  that  a 
fair  trial  could  not  be  had  in  South  Lancashire,  the 
venue  might  have  been  changed.  A  proceeding  by  quo 
warranto  is  not  an  "  action"  within  the  purview  of  stat. 
3  &  4  JF.  4.  c.  42.  s,  22.,  which  empowers  the  Court  to 
change  the  venue  in  local  actions :  and  stat.  6  &  7  Vict, 
c.  89.,  under  sect.  5  of  which  the  Court  may  order  the 
venue  in  proceedings  by  way  of  quo  warranto  to  be  laid 
in  Middlesex  in  the  first  instance,  contains  no  provision 
for  the  change  to  that  county  of  a  venue  originally  laid 
elsewhere.  The  case  therefore  falls  within  the  old 
statute  of  quo  warranto,  18  JSdw.  1,  stat.  2.,  by  sect.  2 
of  which  the  venue  must  be  local  and  the  case  tried  in 
its  own  shire.  [fVilUams  J.  The  old  writ  of  quo 
warranto  is  now  obsolete.]  Although  that  is  so,  it  b 
laid  down  in  Cameras  Crown  Practice,  p.  179,  that  the 
same  incidents  app)y  to  the  substituted  proceeding  by 
information  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto. 

Milward,  contrft,  was  not  called  upon. 

Williams  J.  We  think  that  the  Court  of  Queen's 
Bench  had  power  to  change  the  venue,  and  that  there 
has  been  no  mis-trial 

WiLLEs  and  Btles  Js.  and  Martin  and  Chankbll 
Bs.  concurred. 

Judgment  aflSrmed. 

(a)  Before  Willianv,  WUles  and  Byles  Jb.  ;  Martin  and  ChanneU  Bfc 
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1860. 


Tuesday, 


Friday, 

Hodgson  and  others  against  Hooper  and  others.  &J^, 

June  14Ul 

pJECTMENT  brought,  by  writ  dated  16th  February^  On  2l8t  Au- 
1859,   by  the  pldntiffs,   the    churchwardens  and  the  lord  of  a 

manor,  with 

the  consent 

of  eertaiii  of  the  tenants,  granted  to  five  persons,  two  of  whom  were  the  church- 

nidens  and  OTersders  of  the  parish  of  Af.,  license  to  enclose  3  a.  2  r.  of  the  waste 

of  the  manor;   and  that  they  and  their  heirs,  and  all  persons  claiming  under  them, 

ihoold  and  might  lawftdly  hold  the  same,  so  enclosed,  in  trust  for  the   purpose  of 

Inulding  a  worjmouse  for  the  poor  of  M. ;   rendering^  to  the  then  lord  and  to  aU  other 

ktds  of  the  manor  the  yearly  rent  of  58.  for  the  same  in  evexy  year  for  ever.    This  grant 

VII  not  according  to  any  custom  in  the  manor,  nor  was  there  axiy  such  custom.    The 

iWehwaidens  and  overseers  of  M.  immediately  took  possession  of  the  land  the  subject 

of  the  grant;  and  built  on  it  a  workhouse  which,  up  to  Midsummer^  1838,  was  used  as 

■Qfih;  and  possession  of  the  workhouse  and  land  was  retained  by  the  churchwardens  and 

ovtoeers,  or  persons  claiming  through  them,  from  1781  to  1840,  when  they  were  sur- 

Rndered  to  toe  then  lord  of  the  manor,  as  hereafter  mentioned.    In  1817,  the  church- 

vtidens  and  overseers  of  Af.  also  took  possession  of  2  r.  10  p.  of  land,  contiguous  to 

that  granted  in  1781 ;  and  retained  possession  of  this  additional  land  also  from  1817  to 

1840.   The  &Ye  persons  nominated  as  trustees  of  the  original  land  by  the  grant  of  1781 

•Udied  before  1817,  and  no  heir  of  the  survivor  came  in  to  claim  admittance  to  it,  after 

^  proclamations  in  the  manor  Court  calling  upon  him  to  do  so.    In  October^  1835,  the 

^^  steward  of  the  manor  gave  notice  to  the  churchwardens  of  M,  to  nominate  other 

tnutees  in  the  stead  of  those  deceased,  in  order  to  their  admittance  at  the  next  manor 

(Wt,  to  save  a  forfeiture.    In  compliance,  the  vestry  of  the  parish  nominated  seven 

^Ksh  trusteea,  who,  on  27th  October ^  1835,  were  admitted  to  both  pieces  of  land  at  a 

nanoir  Court ;  the  parish  paying  a  fine  to  the  lord  and  the  lord  granting  the  land  to  the 

Beren  persons  and  their  heirs,  to  hold  by  copy  of  court  roll  and  at  the  wul  of  the  lord,  on 

^  same  trusts  as  in  the  grant  of  1781,  and  at  the  same  yearlv  rent  of  bs.    From  the 

^ccoonts  of  a  deceased  steward  of  the  manor,  it  appeared  that  tnis  rent  was  paid  to  the 

Ind  from  1781  to  1791,  and  from  the  parish  books  of  M,  it  appeared  that  it  was  also  paid 

^  1825  to  1836.    In  January,  1840,  the  vestry  of  M.  passed  a  resolution  that,  there 

Itetng  no  farther  use  for  the  premises  as  a  workhouse,  the  land  should  be  forthwith 

sQirendered  to  the  then  lord  of  the  manor  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  and  the 

tnistees  appointed  in  1835.    And  in  February,  1840,  that  surrender  was  made  to  the 

^  lord  of  the  manor,  the  surrender  comprising,  in  terms,  the  first  piece  of  land  only, 

^  possession  being  given  to  the  lord,  not  of  it  only,  but  also  of  the  other.    The  lora, 

\pj  himself  cff  by  persons  claiming  under  him,  held  undisturbed  possession  of  both  pieces 

of  land  inm  February,  1840,  to  tne  time  of  the  present  action. 

On  a  case  stated,  in  an  action  of  ejectment  brought,  on  16th  February,  1859,  by  the 
diorehwardens  and  overseers  of  M,,  to  recover  both  pieces  of  land  &om  defendants,  who 
*Qe  in  poflsession  and  claimed  under  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  1840,  power  being  reserved 
^  the  Court  to  draw  inferences  of  fact :  Held,  that  plaintifis  were  not  entitled  to  recover 
cither  piece  of  land.  As  to  the  original  piece,  that  tue  possession  by  plaintifis  under  the 
innt  of  1781  was  at  the  outset  permissive,  and  had  not,  down  to  and  at  the  time  of  the 
PjiBM  of  stat  3  &  4  fK.  4.  c.  27.  {July,  1833),  become  adverse ;  plaintife  having,  from 
1781  £>wn  to  that  time,  held  cither  as  tenants  at  will  or,  at  most,  as  tenants  from  year 
^yeir  of  tha  lord.  That  such  tenancy  was  determined  by  the  admittance  of  the  fresh 
Wees  in  M'  in.  October,  1835,  whereby,  within  five  years  from  the  passing  of  stat. 
3^4  ff.  4.  e,  27.f  a  freah  tenancy  at  will  was  created:  which  last  tenancy  v/as,  -within 
^ve&tj-one  yean  of  ita  inception,  namely,  in  1840,  determined  by  the  lord's  entry  and 


160  TRINITY  VACATION. 

1860.        overseers  of  the  parish  of  Mitcham,  for  the  recovery 

HoDGsoM      fro™  ^^^  defendants  of  a  piece  of  land  containing  four 

Hooper       ^cres  and  ten  perches,  or  thereabouts,  situate  in  that 

parish,  on  the  north  side  of  Mitcham  Common;  toge- 

resmnption  of    ther  with  the  messuaire  or  tenement  and  the  out-ofBces 

possesnon.  ^     ^  ^^ 

As  to  the         and  buildings  thereon,  lately  erected  as  a  workhouse  for 

piece  of  land  ,  ,  _ 

taken  pos-        the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of  Mitcham,  and  for  a  garden 

bj  piaintiffi      or  orchard  for  the  further  accommodation  of  the  said 

That  the  lord's  P^^''*  *°^  ^^^^  Other  buildings  as  are  now  standing 

t?u*coufdSt    ^l^^^^on,  and  which  premises  are  now  used  as  an  india- 

^®^"^         rubber  manufactory,  with  the  appurtenances. 

before  whidi,        The  following  case  was  afterwards  stated  by  consent. 

namely,  in 

1835,  It  was  1.  There  are  either  appendant  to,  or  forming  part  o( 

the  land  to  or  included  in,  the  manor  of  Biggin  and  Tamworth,  in 
fresh  trusteed  ^^  couutj  of  Surrey^  large  commons,  or  commonable 
MitJ^m^'  waste  lands,  of  which  the  premises  sought  to  be 
1^'oj^wMch    ''^co^®'^^  formed  part  prior  to  1781. 

the  lord  retook  2.  On  2 1st  August,  1781,  the  ladj  of  the  manor  of 
possession*  ^^ 

Biggin  and  Tamtoort/i,  by  the  consent  in  writing  of 

eighteen  persons,  tenants  of  the  manor,  granted   unto 

Foster  Reynolds,  John  Swain,  John   Chesterman,  Joseph 

Sibley  and  James  Galpin,  license  to  inclose  a  piece  of 

land,  parcel  of  the  common  or  waste  belonging  to  the 

said  manor,  called  Mitcham  Common,  containing  three 

acres  and  two  roods  (being  part  of  the  land  sought  to 

be  recovered),  as  the  same  were  then  staked  out ;  and 

that  they  and  their  heirs,  and   all    persons  •claiming 

under  them,  should  and  might  lawfully  hold  the  same, 

so  inclosed,  in  trust  for  the    purpose  of  erecting  and 

building  a  workhouse  for  the  poor  of  the  said  parish  of 

Mitcham,  and  for  a  garden  and  orchard  for  the  further 

accommodation  and  benefit  of  the  said  poor ;  rendering 

to  the  l{idy  of  the  said  manor,  and  all  other  lords  or  ladies. 


V. 

Hooper. 
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lord  or  lady,  of  the  said  manor,  the  yearly  rent  of  5s.  for  1860. 
the  same  in  every  year  for  ever.  The  consent  and  hodgson 
grant  are  entered  on  the  court  rolls  of  the  manor,  but 
the  grant  was  not  according  to  any  custom  of  the  manor; 
and  there  never  was  any  cnstom  of  the  manor  for  the 
lord  or  lady  of  the  manor  to  grant,  alien,  or  convey  any 
part  of  the  common  or  waste  lands  of  or  belonging  to 
the  manor,  in  the  manner  in  which  the  waste  land 
comprised  in  the  grant  of  21st  August,  1781,  was,  or 
purported  to  be,  granted  or  conveyed. 

3.  John  Chesterman  and  Joseph  Sibley  were  the  then 
diorchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish. 

4.  The  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  parish, 
from  1781,  entered  into  possession  of  the  land  and 
premises;  and  a  poor-house  or  workhouse  was  duly 
erected  at  the  expense  of  the  parish  upon  the  piece  of 
land,  and  the  workhouse  and  land  were  thenceforth 
used,  and  possession  thereof  had,  by  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  parish,  for  the  accommodation 
and  benefit  of  the  poor  thereof,  until  1838. 

5«  Up  to  and  including  the  year  1836,  the  workhouse 
was  used  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
parish  oi  Mitcham.  Subsequently  to  the  year  1836,  and 
by  firtue  of  the  Poor  Law  Acts,  the  parish  of  Mitcham 
was  included  with  other  parishes  in  the  Croydon  Union, 
and  the  workhouse  was  from  time  to  time  used  by  the 
goardians  of  the  Croydon  Union,  constituted  under  the 
said  Acts,  for  the  reception  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of 
Mitchanif  until  Midsummer,  1838.  The  guardians  of 
the  poor  of  the  said  Union  paid  to  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  Mitcham  the  annual  rent  of  105/.,  in 
respect  of  such  workhouse,  up  to  Midsummer,  1838,  and 
up  to  that  time  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  kept 
the  workhouse  in  repair,  and  disposed  of  the  fruit  or 
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1860.  produce  of  the  garden  and  orchard,  and  annually  ac- 
Hooosoii  counted  to  the  vestry  of  the  parish  in  respect  of  the  rent 
Hoofer  "^  produce.  In  the  year  1838,  the  use  of  the  work- 
house as  a  workhouse  was  abandoned,  but  the  church- 
wardens and  overseers  of  the  said  parish  retained  pos- 
session of  the  land  and  premises,  sold  the  produce  of  the 
land,  and  accounted  for  the  sums  realized  by  such  sale 
in  their  accounts  as  such  churchwardens  and  overseers, 
until  February^  1840. 

6.  In  the  year  1817,  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  the  said  parish  took  possession  of  two  roods  ten 
perches  of  land,  parcel  of  the  said  MUcham  Commmi 
(the  remaining  portion  of  the  land  sought  to  be 
recovered),  and  inclosed  the  same,  and  held  possessioQ 
of  and  used  and  enjoyed  the  same,  with  the  residue,  for 
the  benefit  of  the  poor,  until  1838 ;  and  fix>m  thence  till 
February,  1840,  they  sold  the  produce  thereof,  and 
applied  the  proceeds,  in  manner  mentioned  with  respect 
to  the  residue  of  the  land. 

7.  Previously  to  6th  August,  1817,  all  the  persons 
originally  nominated  trustees  of  the  said  piece  of  ground 
and  premises,  containing  three  acres  and  two  roods,  had 
died ;  and  it  appears  on  the  rolls  of  the  manor  that  the 
homage  presented  to  a  court  baron,  holden  on  21st 
May^  1834,  the  deaths  of  the  said  trustees,  and  that  it 
was  not  known  who  was  the  survivor  or  the  heir  of  the 
survivor;  and  there  is  also  an  entry  on  the  court  roll% 
and  the  fact  is,  that  thereupon  three  several  proclama- 
tions were  made,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
for  the  heir  of  the  surviving  trustee,  or  any  other  person 
claiming  title  to  the  said  premises,  to  come  in  and  be 
admitted ;  and  that  the  last  of  such  proclamations  was 
made  on  27th  October,  1835 ;  and  that,  default  having 
been  made^  the  bailiff  of  the  manor  was  ordered  to 
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seixe  the  land  as  forfeited  to  the  lord.     Such  prodama-  i860. 

tioQs  and  default  were  duly  enrolled.  Hodobox 

8.  On  10th  October^  1835,  the  steward  of  the  manor  soo*px». 
wrote  and  sent  the  following  letter  to  the  churchwardens 

of  Mitcham. 

*'  6  Harpur  Street,  Red  Lion  Square, 
10th  October,  1835. 
**  Gentlemen, 
**  I  beg  to  inform  you  that  a  general  court  baron  for 
the  manor  of  Biffff'm  and  Tamwortk  will  be  held  at  the 
Swan  Jbm,  JUttcham,  'on  Tuesday  the  27th  instant,  at 
12  o'clock  at  noon ;  and  as  all  the  gentlemen  who  were 
admitted  tenants  of  the  manor  for  the  land  upon  which 
tbe  w(H:khou8e  is  erected  are  dead,  it  is  necessary  the 
pirish  should  nominate  others  in  their  stead,  in  order 
that  they  may  be  admitted  at  the  next  court,  to  save  a 
Ueitore  of  the  estate.    I  shall  therefore  be  obliged  by 
hearing  from  you  upon   the  subject  at  your  earliest 
coDTeoience. 

"  I  am,  &c. 

*'J.E.Penfold, 
^  To  the  churchwardens,  '^  Steward." 

*'  Mitcham,  Surrey."* 

9.  In  the  parish  books  of  Mitcham  there  is  an  entry, 
dated  22nd  October,  1835,  to  the  following  effect.  ''At 
*  Testiy  held  this  day,  pursuant  to  public  notice  given 
iQ  the  church  on  Sunday  last,  for  taking  into  considera- 
^  a  notice  received  by  the  churchwardens  fix)m  the 
Reward  of  the  manor  of  Biggin  and  Tamworth,  to  nomi- 
^^  tenants  for  the  land  on  which  the  workhouse  is 
fleeted,  in  the  stead  of  those  who  are  deceased,  and 
other  business;  Resolved,  'That  the  following  eight 
pntlemen,  being  nominated,  be  requested  to  take  upon 
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1860.  themselves  the  execution  of  the  trust,  with  the  under- 
H0DO8OH  standing  that  the  expenses  consequent  thereon  should 
H00PBIU      ^  P*'^  ^y  ^^®  overseers  of  the  poor  of  this  parish.'** 

10.  The  overseers  of  the  parish  paid  to  the  then  lord 
of  themanor>  or  his  steward,  the  sum  of  79/.  lis,  6dL,  as 
and  by  way  of  fine  in  respect  of  the  admission  of  seven 
of  the  above  mentioned  eight  persons  (the  vicar  not 
being  admitted) ;  and  there  is  on  the  rolls  of  the  manor 
an  entry,  that  at  a  special  court  baron,  holden  on  27th 
October^  1835,  after  reciting  the  grant  of  21st  AuffUMt, 
1781,  and  that  the  said  Foster  Reynolds  and  the  four 
other  persons  inclosed  the  piece  of  land  whereon  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  erected  the  workhouse, 
and  converted  the  remainder  into  a  garden  and  orchard 
as  aforesaid ;  and  after  reciting  the  proclamations  and 
forfeiture,  and  that  the  lord  had  remitted  the  escheats 
and  forfeiture ;  the  lord  granted  to  the  said  seven  per- 
sons the  said  piece  of  land  and  premises,  to  hold  unto 
them  and  the  survivor  and  survivors  of  them,  and  the 
heirs  and  assigns  of  such  survivor,  of  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  by  the  rod  and  by  copy  of  court  roll,  at  the  will 
of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor,  in 
trust  for  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  JUitcham,  and 
to  be  surrendered  and  disposed  of  as  they  should,  from 
time  to  time,  in  public  vestry  assembled,  or  otherwise, 
direct  or  appoint,  so  as  the  aforesaid  customary  heredita- 
ments and  premises  should  be  for  ever  thereafter  used  as 
a  workhouse  for  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  JUitcham,  and 
for  no  other  purpose ;  yielding  and  paying  the  rent  of 
5s.  a  year,  and  a  heriot,  on  the  death  of  every  tenant,  of 
2/.  2s^  and  a  fine  at  will  on  the  death  or  alienation  of  a 
tenant ;  and  doing  fealty,  suit  of  court,  and  performing 
such  other  services  as  the  customary  tenants  of  the  mano 
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do  or  ought  to  perform.     And  such  seven  persons  were        I86a 
then  admitted  tenants  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,      Hodoson 
■nd  the  fine  for  their  admission  was  set  at  79/.  17*.  6rf.,      hoopib. 
and  their  fealty  was  respited. 

11.  It  appears,  from  the  accounts  of  a  deceased  steward 
of  the  manor,  that  the  yearly  rent  of  5s.,  reserved  by  the 
gnntof  21st  ^tf^*^,  1781,  was  paid  to  the  lord  from 
1781  to  1791,  and,  from  the  books  of  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  parish,  that  it  was  paid  to  the  lord 
fiom  the  year  1825  to  25th  March,  1836. 

12.  The  guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  Croydon  Union, 
00  8th  May,  1838,  sent  to  the  churchwardens  and 
oferseers  of  Mitcham  a  notice  in  writing,  under  their 
oommon  seal,  of  their  intention  to  deliver  up  to  them, 
CD  the  24th  June  then  next,  possession  of  the  workhouse 
lod  gardens,  land  and  appurtenances  thereto  belonging, 
which  they  then  held  of  them.  The  workhouse  was,  at 
tbe  same  time,  abandoned  by  the  guardians,  and  pos* 
KauoQ  thereof  was  delivered  up  to  the  churchwardens 
tod  overseers  of  Mitcham. 

13.  At  a  meeting  of  the  vestry  of  the  parish  of  Mit- 
Am,  held  on  23rd  January,  1840,  a  resolution  was 
pttKd  for  surrendering  the  said  piece  of  ground  and 
the  workhouse  and  premises  which  had  been  erected 
thereon  by  the  parish,  into  the  hands  of  the  then  lord  of 
the  manor ;  which  resolution  was  to  the  following  tenor 
tod  efiect  '*At  a  vestry,  assembled  under  public 
notice  given  as  the  law  requires  for  that  purpose,  to  take 
into  consideration  the  expediency  of  surrendering  and 
diBposiDg  of  the  premises  on  Mitcham  Common,  lately 
tted  as  and  for  the  workhouse  of  this  parish,  and  to  give 
diiections  to  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor,  and  the  trustees,  and  all  other  persons  in  whom 
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1860.  8>ich  premises  are  now  vested,  to  surrender  and  dispose 
Hooasov  ^^  *^®  ^*™®  accordingly,  Edward  Wahnsleg,  Esq., 
HoopKR.  churchwarden,  in  the  chair;  present,  Messrs.  Jame$ 
BridgcTf  churchwarden**  (now  lord  of  the  manor  and 
one  of  the  now  defendants),  *'John  Glover  and  John 
Searle,  overseers,  John  Holden  and  Charles  Aspery, 
guardians,  and"  nineteen  other  vestrymen :  **  Whereas, 
it  appearing  to  this  vestry  that  the  guardians  of  the 
Croydon  Union  have,  ever  since  MidsummeTf  1838, 
formally  abandoned  and  delivered  up  possession  to  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor  of  this  parish 
the  premises  on  MUcham  Common^  which  had  been  for 
many  years  and  up  to  that  period  used  as  a  workhouse 
for  the  poor  of  this  parish,  and  that  such  premises  are 
now  no  longer  used  or  required  as  such  workhouse;  and 
it  appearing  also  to  this  vestry  that  the  parish  has  ever 
since  sustained  a  considerable  annual  expense  by  keep- 
ing a  proper  person  to  protect  the  said  premises ;  and  it 
further  appearing  to  this  vestry  that  the  purpose  and 
object  for  which  the  said  premises  were  granted  to  certain 
trustees  for  the  benefit  of  the  parish  by  the  lord  of  the 
manor,  of  whom  such  premises  were  holden,  have  now 
ceased,  and  that  such  trustees  are  liable  to  pay  to 
the  lord  of  the  manor  a  yearly  quit  rent,  and  to  keep 
the  premises  in  repair ;  It  is  unanimously  resolved  and 
agreed,  that  it  is  expedient  and  for  the  benefit  of  this 
parish  that  the  hereditaments  and  premises  heretofore 
used  as  a  workhouse  for  the  poor  of  this  parish  be  sur- 
rendered to  the  lord  of  the  manor  of  whom  the  same  are 
holden,  by  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the  poor, 
and  by  the  trustees  of  the  same,  and  by  all  such  other 
persons  as  may  be  considered  necessary  to  effect  a  legal 
surrender  of  the  said    premises.     And  this  vestry   do 
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hereby  accordingly  authorize  and  empower,  direct  and        i860, 
appoint,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  this  parish      hodosom 
and  the  seven  persons  ^  (naming  them)  "to  whom  the  said      hoopkr. 
premises  were  granted  in  trust  for  the  inhabitants  of  this 
parish,  and  to  be  surrendered  and  disposed  of  as  they 
should  from  time  to  time,  in  public  vestry  assembled,  or 
otherwise,  legally  direct  and  appoint,  so  as  the  said 
premises  should  be  for  ever  after  used  as  a  workhouse 
far  the  poor  of  this  parish,  and  for  no  other  purpose,  to 
surrender  the  same  premises  into  the  hands  of  the  lord 
of  the  manor  in  such  way  as  may  be  considered  neces- 
ssry,  in  order  to  relieve  thb  parish  and  the  trustees  from 
iD  farther  expense  and  liability/' 

14.  A  copy  of  this  resolution  was  forwarded  to  James 
Moore^  Esq.,  the  then  lord  of  the  manor,  with  a  letter 
expressing  the  readiness  of  the  parish  officers  to  *' exe- 
cute it" 

16.  It  appears,  by  an  entry  on  the  court  roll,  that,  in 
ponoance  of  the  resolution,  the  then  trustees  of  the 
piece  of  land,  workhouse  and  premises,  and  the  church- 
wirdens  and  overseers  of  the  parish,  surrendered  the 
flsme  into  the  hands  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom 
of  the  manor ;  and  by  a  surrender-note  under  seal,  taken 
OQt  of  court  by  the  steward  of  the  manor,  on  16th 
fdnuny,  1840,  and  signed  by  the  trustees,  therein 
described  as  customaxy  tenants  of  the  manor,  and  by  the 
overseers  and  churchwardens,  described  as  such,  those 
psrties,  in  pursuance  of  the  direction  of  the  vestry  meet- 
ing of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  of  Mitchaniy  contained 
m  the  above  resolution,  surrendered  by  the  rod  into  the 
hands  of  the  lord,  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor, 
the  said  piece  or  parcel  of  customary  land,  containing 
H2r.,  together  with  the  messuage  or  premises  for 
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1860.  many  years  and  until  then  lately  used  as  a  workhouse^ 
HoDosov  &C.,  to  which  said  customary  hereditaments  the  said 
HooPKB.      trustees  were  admitted  tenants  at  the  said  special  court 

baron  holden  on  27th  October,  1835;  to  the  intent  that 

the  lord  might  do  therewith  his  wilL 

16.  The  Poor  Law  Board,  for  the  time  being,  were  no 
parties  to  these  surrenders,  or  either  of  them.  Accord- 
ing  to  the  course  of  business  of  the  Poor  Law  Board,  if 
any  application  for  their  consent  to  or  with  respect  to 
such  surrenders  had  been  made  to  them,  such  applica- 
tion and  the  consent  thereto,  if  any,  would  have  been 
entered  on  the  register  for  the  time  being  of  their 
correspondence,  which  register  is  now  in  existence.  On 
searching  such  register  it  is  found  that  no  such  applica- 
tion or  consent  is  contained  therein,  nor  is  there  any 
trace  among  the  documents  of  the  Poor  Law  Board  of 
such  application  haying  been  made  or  consent  given. 

17.  Immediately  after  the  aforesaid  surrender  of  the 
3  a.  2  r.  had  been  made,  and  on  the  same  18th  Febnuay^ 
1840,  one  churchwarden  and  one  overseer  of  the  poor 
of  the  parish  accompanied  the  bailiff  of  the  manor  on 
to  the  said  2  r.  10  p.,  and  delivered  up  the  posseasicm 
thereof  to  the  bailiff.  One  churchwarden  and  one  over- 
seer were  appointed  and  delegated  by  the  two  church- 
wardens and  three  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  said 
parish  to  deliver  up  possession  as  aforesaid,  as  their  jmnt 
act  and  on  their  behalf,  and  such  possession  was  so 
delivered  up  accordingly. 

18.  James  Moore,  as  the  lord  of  the  said  manor,  there- 
upon entered  into  and  took  possession  of  all  the  lands 
and  premises,  containing  4a.  Or.  10 p.  James  Moore 
was,  and  continued  to  be,  from  the  year  1803  up  to  the 
time  of  his  death,  which  happened  in  February,  1851, 
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the  lord  of  the  manor;  and  the  defendant  James  Bridger        I860, 
became  lord  of  the  manor  in  1857.  Hooqsom 

19.  The  defendants  claim  all  and  every  the  said  lands      hooper. 
through  the  said  James  Moore, 

20.  The  license  of  21st  August^  1781>  and  the  grant 
of  27th  October^  1835,  were  neither  of  them  executed 
m  thft  presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  or 
eorolled  in  the  High  Court  of  Chancery  within  six 
calendar  months  after  the  execution  thereof,  and  the 
license  was  not  made  for  a  full  and  valuable  considera- 
tioa  actually  paid  at  or  before  the  making  of  such 
license.  The  said  2  r.  10  p.  of  waste  land  was  not,  nor 
was  any  part  thereof,  assured  by  deed,  executed  in  the 
presence  of  two  or  more  credible  witnesses,  and  enrolled 
10  the  High  Court  of  Chancery. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were,  First ; 
whether,  at  the  time  of  the  surrender,  in  February^ 
1840,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  Mitcham  had 
any  and  what  estate  or  interest  in  the  premises,  or  any 
part  thereof.  Secondly ;  whether,  at  the  commencement 
of  this  action,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  were 
entitled  to  the  possession  of  the  land  and  premises,  or 
any  part  thereof,  on  behalf  of  the  parish. 

If  the  answer  to  the  two  questions  were  in  the  aflBr- 
mative,  in  respect  of  any  part  thereof,  then  judgment 
was  to  be  entered  for  the  plaintiffs  for  so  much.  If,  in 
the  negative,  then  judgment  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
defendants. 

The  Court  was  to  be  at  liberty  to  draw  such  in- 
ferences from  the  facts  stated  as  a  jury  might  have 
drawn. 

Iiu^  for  the  plaintifis.    In  July,  1833,  when  stat.  3  &  4 


160  TRINITT  VACATION. 

1860.  ^.  4^  e.  27.,  was  passed,  the  possession  by  the  parish 
HoDoaoH  officers  of  Mttcham  of  the  lands  and  premises  in  dispute 
HoopBE.  ^^  adverse,  and  had  been  so  for  more  than  the  twenty 
years  immediately  preceding ;  they  therefore,  by  reason 
of  that  statute,  then  acquired  the  fee^  and  nothing  has 
since  taken  place  to  divest  them  of  their  freehold  estate. 
The  grant  by  the  lady  of  the  manor,  in  1781,  of  the 
license  to  inclose  part  of  the  waste,  in  consideration  of 
an  annual  payment  of  5«.  by  the  licensees,  was  in  efied 
a  grant  of  the  fee ;  the  5«.  being  reserved  as  a  quit  rent^ 
according  to  the  ancient  practice  upon  grants  of  free- 
holds by  lords  of  manors,  not  as  a  rent  service,  which  of 
course  could  not  be  reserved  upon  the  grant  of  a  fee. 
Although,  strictly  speakings  a  fee  could  not  pass  by 
grant,  but  only  by  a  feoffment,  or  by  deeds  of  lease  and 
release,  the  Court  is  at  liberty  at  this  distance  of  time 
to  presume  that  there  was  such  a  proceeding  as  would 
pass  the  fee  and  thus  effectuate  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  [Blackburn  J.  What  was  their  intention? 
May  it  not  have  been  to  make  the  land  a  copyhold  ?] 
That  cannot  have  been  meant;  for  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  licensees  were  to  hold  the  land  at  the  will  of  the 
lord,  or  according  to  the  custom  of  the  manor;  ot  that 
there  was  any  custom  in  the  manor  for  the  lord  to  grant 
parcels  of  the  waste  as  copyhold ;  or  that  the  licensees 
were  admitted  in  the  manor  Court,  or  paid  any  fine. 
All  the  incidents  of  copyhold  tenure  were  thefefinre 
wanting.  On  the  contrary,  the  limitation  in  the  grant 
to  the  licensees  and  their  heirs,  in  consideratioti  of  the 
annual  payment  of  5s.  to  the  lord  for  ever,  shews  an 
intention  that  the  licensees  should  have  the  land  for 
ever,  and  the  lord  the  rent.  [Blachbum  J.  The  grant 
expresses  that  the  rent  is  to  be  annexed  to  the  lordship 
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of  the  manor;  this  would  evidence  an  intention,  which,        i860. 

however,  could  not  be  legally  carried  out,  to  create  a      hodqson 

perpetual  tenure  of  the  land  by  the  licensees  from  the      wrJ»* 

lord.     Coekbum  C.  J.     How  can  there  be  an  adverse 

bdding  of  land  for  which  the  holder  pays  a  rent?]    The 

holding  would,  certainly,  not  be  adverse,  if  the  rent  was 

ptid  as  a  rent-service  or  an  acknowledgment  of  tenure ; 

bat^  here,  it  was  not  so.     It  appears  from  the  grant  that 

die  lady  of  the  manor  retained  no  reversion ;  but,  as  is 

lud  by  LUtktan,  sect.  215  {Co.  Litt.  142.  b.),  •*  Where 

a  man  upon**  ^'a  gift  or  lease  will  reserve  to  him  a  rent- 

Kr?ice,  it  behoveth,  that  the  reversion  of  the  lands  and 

tenements  be  in  the  donor  or  lessor.**    The  licensees 

Were  to  hold  the  land,  not  as  tenants,  but  as  owners. 

Their  possession  was  therefore  adverse,  within  the  rules 

Ittddown  in  the  notes  to  Nepean  v.  Doe  (a),  as  follows: 

"Whenever  the  question  arose"  (t.  e.,  before  stat.  3  &  4 

W,  4.   e.  27.)    ''  whether   a  particular  clamant  was 

birred  by  having  been  twenty  years  out  of  possession, 

the  mode  of  solving  this  question  was  by  considering 

whether  he  had  been  out  of  possession  under  such  cir«- 

comstances  as  bad  reduced  his  interest  to  a  riffht  of 

otfrjf;  for,  if  he  had,  then,  as  that  right  of  entry  would 

be  barred  by  stat.  21  Jac.  1.  (&)  at  the  end  of  twenty 

jearB,  the  possession  during  the  intermediate  time  was 

idferse  to  him.     Now,  in  order  to  determine  whether 

the  daimant  had  been  out  of  possession  under  circum-* 

toces  which  would  turn  his  estate  to  a  right  of  entry, 

Hwas  necessary  to  inquire  in  what  manner  the  person 

who  had  been  in  the  possession  during  that  time  held. 

See  Reading  v.  Royston,  Sdlh.  423.     If  he  held  in  a 

(«)  2  amitKB  i,  C.  p.  579.  (ed.  5.)  {*)  Cap.  16. 

TOLni.  M  B.    &   B. 
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I860.        character  incompatible  with  the  idea  that  the  freehold 
Hodgson      remained  vested  in  the  claimant,  then,  as  the  case  would 
HoIpxx.      ^i*Qngc  itself  under  some  one  of  the  heads  dtMseum^ 
abatement^  discontinuance^  deforcement^  or  intnuiony  all  of 
which  expressed  at  common  law  different  modes  of  sub- 
stituting a  freeholder  by  wrong  for  one  by  right,  so  as  to 
make  the  new  comer  tenant  to  the  lord  and  to  a  stranger's 
prcBcipe,  see    1  Roll  659,    &c. ;    Co.  Litt.   277,'*   **it 
followed  that  the  possession  in  such  character  was  adverse* 
But  it  was  otherwise  if  he  held  in  a  character  compatiMe 
with  the  claimant's  title.     And,  in  order  to  ascertain  in 
what  character  the  person  in  possession  held,  the  Court 
would  look  at  his  conduct  while  in  possesnon."    **  It  is 
therefore  apprehended  that  at  the  time  of  the  enactment 
of  3  &  4  W.4.  c.  27.,  the  question  whether  possession 
was  or  was  not  adverse,  was  to  be  decided  by  inquiry 
whether  the  circumstances  of  that  possession  were  snflS* 
cient  to  evince  its  incompatibility  with  a  freehold  in  the 
claimant."    The  question  in  the  present  case,  therefore, 
is,  whether  or  not  the  parish  officers  representing  the 
licensees  under  the  grant  of  1781,  held  in  a  character 
compatible  with  the  defendants'  title.     And  they  clearly 
did  not ;  for,  whether  or  not  that  grant  was  effectual  to 
pass  the  fee,  the  intention  was  that  the  fee  should  pass 
by  it,  and  the  yearly  payment  of  5$.  must  be  taken  to 
have  been  made  with  reference  to  this  intention,  not  as 
a  rent-service,  but  as  a   rent  secL     [Cockbvm  C.  J. 
Suppose  that  the  intention  was  to  convey  the  fee,  but 
that  the  deed  of  grant  was  insufficient  to  pass  the  fee. 
Would   not    the  result  be   that  the  grantees  became 
tenants  at  will  ?     No.     Taylor  v.  Horde  (a)  shews  that 

(a)  1  Burr.  60. 
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after  twenty  years*  possession  they  would  gain  a  title.        1860. 

In  the  same  way,  a  tenant,  who  enters  under  a  void      Hodqsoh 

lease  which  passes  no  interest  to  him,  gains  a  title  to  the      hoopbr. 

fee,  after  twenty  years'  possession  without  payment  of 

rent;  Doed.LaiudeUr.  Gow€r{a),  And  possession,  gained 

without  committing  a  disseisin,  begins  to  be  adverse  as 

aoon  as  the  person  so  in  possession  ceases  to  have  a  righ^ 

to  the  possession ;  Doe  d.  Parker  v.   Gregory  (&).     If, 

therefore,  the  grant  in  die  present  case  in  1781  passed 

no  title,  possession  under  it  for  twenty  years  from  that 

date  ?ras  adverse,  and  has  now  given  the  plaintiffs  a  title 

to  the  fee,  by  reason  of  stat.  3  &  4   W.  ^.  c.  27.  ts. 

2  and  3.     Assuming,  however,  that  the  plaintiffs,  at  the 

time  that  Act  passed,    were  in  possession  merely  as 

tenants  at  will,  sects.  7  and  15  shew  that  the  lord  was,  in 

dot  case,  bound  to  enter  or  bring  his  action  within  five 

jem  from  that  period.     Sect  7,  which  is  clearly  retro- 

.ipective,  enacts,  *'That  when  any  person   shall  be  in 

poaession  or  in  receipt  of  the  profits  of  any  land,  or  in 

Roeipt  of  any  rent,  as  tenant  at  will,  the  right  of  the 

penoQ  entitled  subject  thereto,  or  of  the  person  through 

^hom  he  chums,  to  make  an  entry  or  distress  or  bring 

miction  to  recover  such  land  or  rent  shall  be  deemed 

to  have  first  accrued  either  at  the  determination  of  such 

tmncy,  or  at  the  expiration  of  one  year  next  after  the 

commencement  of  such  tenancy,  at  which  time  such 

tmancy  shall  be  deemed  to  have  determined.'*     And 

»ct  15,  **  That  when  no  acknowledgment"  of  the  title 

<'the  person  entitled  to  land  or  rent,  ^*  shall  have  been 

9^en  before  the  passing  of  this  Act,  and  the  possession 

wieceipt  of  the  profits  of  the  land,  or  the  receipt  of  the 

W17C.^.  589.  {h)  2J.fE.U, 
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1860.  rent,  shall  not  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  hare 
HoDosoH  ^^^  adveree  to  the  right  or  title  of  the  person  claiming 
Hooper.  ^^  ^®  entitled  thereto,  then  such  person,  or  the  person 
claiming  through  him,  may,  notwithstanding  the  period 
of  twenty  years  hereinbefore  limited  shall  have  expired, 
make  an  entry  or  distress  or  bring  an  action  to  recover 
such  land  or  interest  at  any  time  within  five  years  next 
after  the  passing  of  this  Act."  The  lord  of  the  manor 
having  failed  to  enter  or  bring  an  action  within  five 
years  from  July^  1833,  when  the  Act  passed,  the  plain* 
tiffs^  title  became  indefeasible  at  the  end  of  that  period ; 
Doe  d.  Dayman  v.  Moore  (a).  Assuming  that  the 
admittance  by  the  lord,  in  October,  1835,  of  the  noou* 
nees  of  the  parish,  under  the  mistaken  impression  on  both 
sides  that  the  land  was  copyhold,  was  a  determination  of 
the  tenancy  at  will,  that  was  not  sufiicient  of  itself  to 
give  the  lord  a  title ;  he  ought  to  have  made  an  eDtry 
or  brought  an  action  within  the  five  years  next  after 
July,  1833.  As  he  did  not  do  so,  the  plaintifis,  in  any 
view  of  the  case,  acquired  a  freehold  title  in  Jidy,  1838, 
which  could  not  be  divested  by  the  surrender  in  1840  to 
the  lord.  Whether,  therefore,  the  plaintifis,  in  1833^  had 
acquired  the  fee  by  adverse  possession,  or  were  then 
tenants  at  will  of  the  lord,  they  are  entitled  to  the  jadg* 
ment  of  the  Court. 

Bomll,  contr^.  First:  This  action  was  brougjht  io 
1859,  and  for  more  than  the  twenty  years  last  imme- 
diately preceding,  namely,  from  the  year  1835,  the 
lord  of  the  manor  has  been  in  undisputed  possession 
of  the  premises.     In  that  year,  at   all  events,  if  not 

(a)  9  C.  ^.  565. 
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before,  the  Dominees  of  the  parish  became  either  tenants        I860, 
to  tbe  lord  or  grantees  of  a  copyhold  estate,  which  they      Hodobom 
surrendered  to  him  in  1840.     Within  the  twenty  years      hooper. 
inunediately  before  action,  therefore,  there   has  been 
DO  possession  adverse  to  the  lord.     Secondly :   If  it  is 
necessary  to  shew  an  earlier  title  in  the  lord,  the  evidence 
to  be  collected  from  the  facts  stated  in  the  case  is  wholly 
inconsistent  with  the  presumption,  suggested  by  the  other 
ade^  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  to  the  grant  of 
1781  was  to  pass  the  fee  to  the  then  grantees.     From 
that  year  to  the  present,  there  is  no  evidence  of  any 
belief  on  the  part  of  the  parish  that  they  held  in  fee,  or 
cf  any  intention  on  their  part  to  dispute  the  lord's  right 
to  the  fee.     The  reservation  of  the  5^  annual  rent  was 
itielf  an  admission  that  the  lord  retained  the  fee,  and 
the  whole  circumstances  of  the  case  are  inconsistent 
with  there  having  been  any  adverse  possession  by  the 
parish  or  dispossession  of  the  lord ;  and  shew,  rather,  that 
the  parish  were  tenants  at  will,  or  at  most  from  year  to 
year,  to  the  lord,  at  the  time  when  stat  3  &  4  W.  A.  c.  27. 
paased.    If  so,  that  tenancy  was  determined  and  a  fresh 
tenancy  at  will  created  in  1835,  being  within  five  years 
6oiD  the  passing  of  the  Act,  by  the  admittance  to  the 
hod,  by  the  lord,  of  fresh  trustees  for  the  parish.     More- 
over, the  case  finds  that  the  55.  rent  was  paid  regularly 
from  1781  to  1791,  and  again  from  1825  to  1836.     The 
Court  has  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact,  and  will  be 
wanranted  in  inferring  that  the  rent  was  regularly  paid, 
ako,  in  the  years  between  1791  and  1825.     If  that  be  so, 
the  possession  did  not  commence  to  be  adverse,  as  against 
the  lord,  until  1836,  when  the  payment  of  rent  was  first 
discontmued ;  and  long  before  twenty  years  had  elapsed 
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1860.        from  that  time,  namely,  in   1840,  the  lord  regained 
HoDGBOH      possession  (a). 


V. 
HOOPKR. 


Lush,  in  reply.  No  answer  has  been  given  to  the 
first  branch  of  the  argument  for  the  plaintifis.  Even 
supposing  that  the  Court  draw  the  inference  that  the  5j; 
was  paid  yearly  to  the  lord  from  1781  to  1836  without 
interruption ;  the  question  remains,  quo  intuitu  was  the 
payment  made  ?  It  is  clear  from  the  case  that  the  pay- 
ment was  not  intended  by  the  parties  to  the  grant  of  1 781 
to  be  a  payment  of  rent,  in  the  sense  of  rent-service, 
reserved  upon  a  tenancy  to  the  lord  as  an  acknowledge 
ment  of  his  title;  but  that  the  holding  by  the  grantees 
was  quite  incompatible  with  the  notion  that  the  fee 
remained  in  the  lord.  [Blachbum  J.  Conceding  that 
the  intention  was  that  the  fee  should  pass  by  the  grant, 
the  grant  was,  nevertheless,  insufficient  to  pass  it  Did 
not  the  grantees,  therefore,  when  let  into  poesenon, 
become  tenants  at  will  to  the  lord  according  to  the  law 
as  stated  by  Parhe  6.  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  Doe  d.  Gray  v.  Stamon  (^),  where  he  says : 
**  There  is  no  doubt  but  that  if  there  be  an  agreement  to 
purchase,  and  the  intended  purchaser  is  thereupon  lei 
into  possession,  such  possession  is  lawful,  and  amounts  at 

(a)  BovUl  farther  argued  that  the  plaintiffii  could  have  acquized  no 
title,  because  thej  did  not  shew  a  conveyance  of  the  land  to  them, 
enrolled  under  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  9  G.  2.  c.  36. ;  and  that  stat 
7  &  8  Vict,  e,  101.  s.  73.,  which  enacts  that  conveyances  of  lands  to 
parish  officers  for  the  purpose  of  providing  workhouses,  shall  be  good 
and  valid  though  not  enrolled  pursuant  to  stat.  9  G,  2,  c,  36.,  did  not 
apply  to  a  case  like  the  present,  in  which  there  was  no  ground  for  pre- 
suming any  conveyance  at  all.  The  argument  on  this  point  is  however 
omitted,  as  it  was  not  noticed  by  the  Court. 

(ft)  IM.fW,  695.  700. 
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kw,  strictly  speaking,  to  a  bare  tenancy  at  will.'*     «  The        1800. 
person  aoffcred  so  to  occupy  cannot,  on  the  one  hand,      Hodgsoh 
be  considered  as  a  trespasser  when  he  enters^  and  on  the      hoopm. 
other  hand,  cannot  have  more  than  the  interest  of  a  tenant 
at  will,  the  lowest  estate  known  to  the  law."  ?]    A  tenancy 
at  will  18  an  ambiguoos  expression  used  by  the  law  to 
describe  a  holding  for  an  indefinite  term,  by  one  whom  the 
landlord  can  turn  out  at  any  time.    It  may  be  granted, 
that  if  one  man  lets  another  into  possession  of  land,  on  the 
understanding  between  them  that  he  who  is  let  into  pos-» 
seflsion  shall  occupy  as  long  as  the  other  pleases,  that  is 
a  strict  tenancy  at  will,  and  possession  under  it  can 
ne?er  be  adverse.    3ut  if  the  intention  of  both  parties 
i^  that  the  person  let  into  possession  shall  thereby 
acquire  the  fee,  the  possession  given  in  furtherance  of 
that  mtention  is  adverse,  although  in  one  sense  it  may 
be  Tsguely  described  as  a  tenancy  at  wilL     [Hill  J. 
What  difference  is  there  in  law  between  the  two  ?]    Per- 
haps there  is  no  material  distinction  between   them 
during  the  currency  of  twenty  years  from  the  commence- 
ment of  the  possession ;  but  when  that  period  has  elapsed, 
it  becomes  material  to  consider  what  was  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  in  order  to  determine  whether  or  not  the 
poasession  was  adverse  during  the  twenty  years.      [HiU 
J.    It  is  laid  down,  in  sect.  70  of  LittletoHf  that  *^  if  a  man 
should  make  a  deed  of  feoffement  to  another  of  certaine 
lands,  and  delivereth  to  him  the  deed,  but  not  liverie  of 
aeiam;  in  this  case  he,  to  whom  the  deed  is  made,  may  enter 
into  the  land,  and  hold  and  occupie  it  at  the  will  of  him 
wluch  made  the  deed,  because  it  is  proved  by  the  words 
of  the  deed,  that  it  is  his  will  that  the  other  should  have 
the  land ;  but  he  which  made  the  deed  may  put  him 
oat  when  it  pleaseth  him."    And  I^rd  Coke's  comment 
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I860.  upon  this  is  (a),  **  Here  it  appearetb,  that  if  the  feofiee' 
HoDOBoir  <Io^b  enter^  he  is  tenant  at  will,  because  he  entreth  (i) 
HooFEB.  "^7  ^^®  consent  of  the  feoffor.^  Bj  that  must  be  meant 
that  the  feoffee  is  not  a  trespasser,  not  that  he  is  a  tenant 
at  will,  strictly  speaking.  [Blackburn  J.  In  Doe  d. 
Mtlbum  V.  Edgar  (c)  the  person  nnder  whom  the 
defendant  claimed  was  let  into  possession  more  than 
twenty  years  before  action  brought,  under  an  agreement 
to  purchase  an  allotment  accruing  to  the  vendcNT  under 
an  Inclosure  Act,  which  provided  that  a  purchaser  let 
into  possession  of  an  allotment  should  have  the  same 
rights  as  the  vendor.  The  person  in  question  had  pud 
interest  on  a  portion  of  the  purchase  money  for  some 
years,  but  never  completed  the  purchase.  It  was  held 
that,  even  after  a  lapse  of  twenty  years,  his  possession 
was  not  adverse  to  the  vendor's  title.  Tindal  C.  J.,  in 
giving  judgment,  said,  *^  The  case  has  been  likened  to 
that  of  a  feoffment  without  livery  of  seisin ;  and  it  has 
been  urged  that,  if  a  party  who  is  let  into  possession 
without  livery,  remain  in  possession  twenty  years,  ibe 
whole  period  must  be  deemed  an  adverse  possesion  on 
which  he  may  maintain  his  right"  He  then  cites 
Littleton^  sect  70,  and  Lord  Cokes  comment  upon  it,  as 
showing  that  this  argument  was  unfounded ;  adding,  that 
the  defendant  in  the  principal  case  '*  was  let  into  possession 
by  consent  of  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  the  continued 
payment  of  interest  imports  that  he  remained  there  only 
with  the  owner*s  permission.'^  That  case  seems  incon- 
sistent with  Doe  d.  Lansdell  v.  Gower  {d).  Moreover, 
in  Doe  d.  Milbum  v.  Edgar  (c),  the  question  whether 
the  purchase  was  completed  was  left  to  the  jury ;  and 

{a)  Co.Uitma,  (6)  Sic. 

(<r)  2  B.  N.  a  498.  502,  (rf)  17  Q.  5.  689, 


V. 
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the  decision  of  the  Court  would  probably  have  been        i860. 

different  had  the  finding  been  the  other  way.     In  the      hodosom 

present  case,  if  the  plaintiffs'  possession  was  adverse,  as 

apunst  the  lord,  in  1833,  when  stat.  S  &4  W.4.  c.  27. 

passed,  their  title  then  became  absolute.     Even  if  the 

possession  was    not    then   adverse,   but    was  that  of 

tenants  at  will,  the  lord  did  not  '*  make  an  entry  or 

^stress  or  bring  an  action  to  recover"  the  land,  within 

five  years  from  1833,  as  he  might  have  done  under  sect. 

15  of  the  Act.    In  the  view  of  the  case,  therefore,  most 

QD&vourable  to  the  plaintifis,  the  lord's  title  became 

extinguished  in  1838,  by  reason  of  sect  34,  which  provides 

that,  at  the  end  of^the  period  limited  by  the  Act  to 

any  person  for  enforcing  his  title,  such  title  shall  be 

exdnguished  (a). 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

CocKBUBM  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

CoQlt 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  churchwardens 
nd  overseers  of  the  parish  of  Mitcham  to  recover 
certain  lands  and  premises  of  which  the  defendants  are 
in  possession,  deriving  title  from  James  Moore,  lord  of 
the  manor  of  Biggin  and  Tamworth,  in  the  county  of 
Smtjf.  The  property  in  dispute  was  formerly  part  of 
the  wastes  of  the  manor  in  question,  and,  as  such,  part 
of  the  lord^s  fireehold  It  appears  from  the  case  that, 
on  21st  August,  1781,  the  then  lady  of  the  manor,  by 

{a)  Ltuh  alflo  argued  that  the  Statute  of  Mortmain,  9  G.  2.  e.  S6.,  had 
lioapplieation  to  the  case ;  citing  FMlpott  y.  President  and  Oovemors  of 
ft.  Gwr^s  EoapUal,  and  others,  6  H,  L,  Ca.  338,  and  President,  %c.  of 
^  Q^Qtge  of  8t,  Mary  Magdalen,  Oxford,  v.  The  Attorney  General, 
^ELCa.  189.  The  argument  on  this  point  is  omitted  for  the  reason 
»«ted  in  not«  (a),  p.  166,  supriu 
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i860.  consent  of  the  tenants  of  the  manor,  granted  to  five 
HoDosov  pei'^'ons,  named^  license  to  inclose  three  acres  and  two 
Hooper,  ^^ds,  part  of  the  waste,  and  that  they  and  their  bein^ 
and  all  pensons  claiming  under  them,  should  and  might 
lawfully  hold  the  same,  so  inclosed,  in  trust  for  the  par- 
pose  of  erecting  and  building  a  workhouse  for  the  poor 
of  the  said  parish  of  Mitcham,  and  for  a  garden  and 
orchard  for  the  further  accommodadon  and  benefit  of  the 
said  poor,  rendering  to  the  lady  of  the  said  manor,  and 
all  other  lords  or  ladies,  lord  or  lady,  of  the  said  manor, 
the  yearly  rent  of  5s.  for  the  same  in  every  year  for 
^ver.  The  churchwardens  and  overseers,  in  the  year 
1781,  entered  into  possession,  and,  a|  the  expense  of  the 
parish,  erected  a  workhouse,  and  used  and  occupied  it^ 
up  to  and  including  the  year  1836,  as  the  workhouse  of 
the  parish.  It  appears,  firom  the  accounts  of  a  deceased 
steward  of  the  manor,  that  the  yearly  rent  of  5#., 
iteserved  by  the  grant,  was  paid  to  the  lord  of  the  manor, 
firom  the  year  1781  to  the  year  1791 ;  and  it  appears 
firom  the  books  of  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of 
the  parish,  that  this  rent  was  fiirther  paid  fix>m  the  year 
1825  to  25th  March,  1836.  We  think  ourselves  war- 
ranted to  infer  that  it  was  paid  during  the  interval 
between  1791  and  1825.  On  10th  October,  1835,  the 
five  persons  to  whom  the  license  had  been  granted  in 
1781  being  then  dead,  notice  was  given  to  the  offioere 
of  the  parish,  by  the  steward  of  the  manor,  to  nominate 
other  persons  for  the  purpose  of  admission,  to  save  a 
forfeiture.  Seven  persons  were  accordingly  nominated 
and  admitted,  the  parish  paying  a  sum  of  792.  17^  6dL, 
as  a  fine  on  their  admission.  In  this  proceeding  the 
estate  was  treated  by  all  parties,  but,  beyond  all  question, 
erroneously,  as  a  copyhold  tenement.      Xn  1840,  the 
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parish  oflScen^  io  conformity  with  a  resolution  of  the        i860, 
parish  in  yestry  assembled,  surrendered  and  gave  up  the      hodgsoh 
premises  to  the  lord  of  the  manor,  and  the  latter  then      „  ^* 
entered  and  took  possession,  and  afterwards  conveyed 
tbe  premises  to  the  defendants. 

The  plaintifls  claim    to  recover  possession,  on  the 
ground  that,  the  parish  having  had  adverse  possession  of 
the  premises  for  more  than  twenty  years  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  ^.  c.  27.,  tbe  right  of  the 
lord  was  barred,  and  an  indefeasible  freehold  interest 
acquired  by  the  parish,  which  freehold  interest  was  not 
afterwards  divested  by  what  took  place  on  the  admis- 
sion in   1835,  or  the  surrender  to  the  lord  in  1840. 
The  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  contend  that  the 
poBsesQon    of   the  parish,  up  to  the  passing   of  stat. 
3  &  4  ^.  4.  c.  27.,  was  that  of  tenants  at  will,  and  that, 
CQQgequently,  the  lord  had  a  period  of  five  years  from 
the  passing  of  the  Act,  before  his  right  of  entry  expired; 
that  within  such  five  years  a  new  tenancy  at  will  was 
created  by  what  took  place  in  1835,  and,  consequently 
»  farther  period  of  twenty-one  years  accrued  to  the 
lord  within  which  the  estate   at  will  might  be  deter- 
mined, and  that,  within  such  twenty-one  years,  namely 
in  1840,  the  estate  at  will  was  put  an  end  to  by  the 
entry  and  possession  of  the  lord. 

If  the  defendants  are  right  in  the  position  that  the 
parish  officers  were  possessed  as  tenants  at  will  at  tbe 
time  of  the  passing  of  stat.  3  &  4  fT.  4.  c.  27.,  the 
defendants  must  prevail ;  as  we  are  clearly  of  opinion 
that,  if  the  first  tenancy  was  a  tenancy  at  will,  the 
admission  in  1835  operated  to  create  a  fresh  tenancy  of 
the  same  kind.  If,  before  tbe.  right  of  entry  upon  a 
tenant  at  will  is  gone,  the  tenancy  is  put  an  end  to,  and 
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1860.  a  new  tenancy  at  will  created  by  fresh  agreement, 
HoDosoir  express  or  implied,  between  the  parties,  then,  according 
HooPBB.  to  the  decision  in  Doe  A.  Bennett  v.  Turner  [a)  (with  which 
we  concur),  a  fresh  right  of  entry  accrues,  and  an 
additional  period  of  twenty  years  must  run  before  that 
entry  would  be  barred.  Whether  such  a  fresh  tenancy 
was  created  or  not  is  a  question  of  fact.  It  is  true  that 
the  admission  in  1835  took  place  under  an  erroneous 
belief  that  the  property  was  copyhold;  but  this  mistake 
does  not  prevent  the  transaction  from  operating  as  what 
we  6nd  it  really  was,  namely,  a  determination  of  the 
first  tenancy  at  will,  and  the  creation  of  a  new  one ; 
inasmuch  as,  the  admission  being  inoperative  to  convey 
a  copyhold  estate,  the  possession  under  it  amounted  in 
point  of  law  to  no  more  than  a  tenancy  at  will.  The 
right  of  entry  of  the  lord,  after  this,  would  not  be  barred 
by  efflux  of  time  till  1855.  But  in  1840,  long  before  it 
was  barred,  the  lord  of  the  manor,  Mr.  Moore,  actually 
entered,  and  from  that  time  he  and  those  who.  claim  under 
him  had  both  possession  and  title  to  the  premises.  This 
being  so,  we  are  brought  back  to  the  question  whether 
the  holding  of  the  plaintiffs,  up  to  stat.  3  &  4  fF.  4. 
c.  27.,  was  as  tenants  at  will,  or  whether  their  possession 
had  been  adverse.  It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the 
'  plaintifis,  that  the  intention  of  the  parties  was  that  a 
freehold  interest  should  be  created  (the  grant  of  the 
license  being  to  the  licensees  and  their  heirs  for  ever), 
and  that  the  rent  was  reserved  as  a  quit  rent,  after  the 
manner  of  the  rents  reserved  in  ancient  times  on  the 
grant  of  freeholds  by  lords  of  manors ;  and  that,  although 
such  a  grant  would  not  operate  in  law  as  a  conveyance 

(a)7-af.#ir.326. 
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of  the  freehold,  yet,  the  parties  having  intended  to        i860. 

create  a  freehold  Estate,  possession  under  the  grant      Hodgson 

would  be  of  a  character  incompatible  with  the  notion  of      hoopeb. 

a  freehold  title  in  the  grantor,  and  would  therefore  be 

an  adverse  possession.   The  proposition  of  the  plaintifis, 

that,  where  there  is  an  intention  to  convey  a  freehold 

estate,  and  possession  is  given  accordingly,  but,  owing 

to  some  defect  in  the  conveyance  in  point  of  law,  an 

estate  at  will  only  is  created,  possession  under  such 

circumstances  will  amount  to  an  adverse  possession,  if 

true  in  point  of  law  (a  matter  which  it  is  not  necessary 

to  determine),  must  at  all  events  be  taken  with  this 

qualification,  namely,  that  the  intention  that  the  holding 

shoold  be  ia  the  character  of  a  freehold  must  clearly 

appear.     The  incompatibility  of  the  possession  with  the 

notion  of  the  freehold  remaining  in  the  former  owner 

most  be  fully  established,  or  the  presumption  that  that 

which  in  law  is  an  estate  at  wiM  was  only  intended  to  be 

8Qch  must  prevail.     But,  in  oitr^opinion,  the  plaintiffs 

Ul  to  establbh  that  there  was,  in  the  present  case,  an 

intention  to  create  a  freehold  estate.     The  so  called 

grant  does  not  purport  to  convey  the  fee  in  the  ordinary 

way.    It  merely  purports  to  grant  a  license  to  inclose 

the  land  and  to  hold  it  in  trust,  paying  a  yearly  rent 

bt  the  same.    The  argument  as  to  intention,  arising 

from  the  fiurt  of  the  grant  being  made  to  the  grantees 

>nd  their  heirs  for  ever,  is  met  by  the  reservation  of  a 

yearly  rent;  more  especially  as  this  rent  could  not  be 

effectually  reserved  unless  the  grantor  reserved  to  herself 

the  freehold ;  and  we  can  see  no  reason  why  we  should 

Dot  give  effect  to  this  reservation.     It  seems  to  us  that 

the  terms  of  the  license  as  strongly  manifested  that  the 

lady  of  the  manor  should  for  ever  have  the  lordship  of 


174  TRmiTT  VACATION, 

1860.        the  land,  as  that  the  licensees  should  hold  the  land  foi^ 
Hooosos      e^^r.    Moreover,  the  fact  of  the  parish  having  submitted,- 

HoopEB,  ^"  1835,  to  the  demand  of  the  lord  to  nominate  fresh 
trustees  for  admission,  at  a  time  when,  from  the  efiect  of 
the  recent  statute,  had  their  possession  been  adverse, 
they  would  have  acquired  an  indefeasible  title  against 
the  lord,  is  inconsistent  with  the  notion  of  their  having 
held  as  freeholders.  On  the  contrary,  such  a  proceeding 
is  evidence  of  an  acknowledgment  that  the  freehold 
was  in  the  lord.  See  Doe  d.  Jackson  y,  WUiinson  (a). 
Doe  d.  Thompson  y.  Clark  {b).  Besides  this,  the  pay- 
ment of  the  annual  rent,  even  if  it  did  not  turn  the 
holding  from  a  tenancy  at  will  into  a  tenancy  from  year 
to  year,  (which  would  exclude  all  question  as  to  adverse 
possession),  a  question  which  in  the  view  we  take  of  the 
case  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider,  at  all  events  afibrds 
strong  evidence  that  the  holding  continued  permissive ; 
and,  as  the  lords  of  the  manor  could,  before  the  statute 
had  run,  have  turned  the  licensees  out  of  possession,  and 
probably  would  have  done  so,  if  at  any  time  they  had 
refused  to  pay  the  55.  which  they  had  stipulated  to  pay 
**  for  that  holding,'*  we  cannot  but  draw  the  inference 
that  each  successive  payment  of  5s,  was  a  fresh  acknow- 
ledgment that  the  land  was  held  by  the  permission  of 
the  lord  of  the  manor.  It  is  enough  for  the  decision  of 
this  case  that  we  think  that,  on  these  &cts,  the  plaintifi 
have  not  established  that  the  holdings  which  originally 
had  been  permissive  had,  before  1833,  become  adverse. 
The  onus  lies  on  them  to  do  so,  and  we  do  not  think 
they  have  succeeded.  If  this  be  so,  the  possession  was 
not  adverse  when  stat.  3  &  4  fF.4.  c.  27.  received  the 

(a)  3  2?.  #  C.  413.  (b)  8  B,  f  C  717. 


V. 

Hooper. 
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Royal  assent   The  then  lord  of  the  manor  had  five  years       i860. 
more  during  which  bis  right  was  preserved ;   and  he      hodoson 
might,  at  any  time  before  1838,  have  entered  and  re- 
sumed possession  of  the  premises. 

We  have  hitherto  spoken  only  of  the  part  of  the 
premises  which  was  comprised  in  the  license  of  1781. 
Besides  this,  the  parish  o£Bcers,  in  1817,  took  possession 
of  two  roods  ten  perches  of  land,  parcel  of  the  waste, 
and  inclosed  the  same,  and  held  possession  of  it  and 
enjoyed  it  with  the  residue.  The  lord's  right  of  entry 
to  this  portion  of  the  land  could  not,  under  any  view  of 
the  case,  be  barred  before  1837 ;  and,  as  this  portion  of 
the  premises  was  included  in  the  surrender  and  readmit- 
tance  in  1835,  before  the  right  of  entry  was  barred,  and 
VMalso  taken  possession  of  in  1840,  the  defendants  are 
equally  entitled  to  this  portion  as  to  the  other. 

We  therefore  answer  the  questions  put  to  us  by  saying 
that,  in  1840,  the  churchwardens  and  overseers  of  the 
poor  had  no  greater  interest  in  the  premises  than  that  of 
tenants  at  will,  or,  at  most,  tenants  from  year  to  year ; 
and,  secondly,  that  they  were  not  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  premises  at  the  time  they  brought  the 
acdoQ. 

The  result  is  that  there  roust  be  judgment  for  the 
defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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186a 


JuiM  Idth. 


JifiMldth. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Qaeen's  Bench.) 

Macdonald  against  Lonqbottom. 

[Reported,  I  E.f^E.  987.] 


Friday,         Jolly   against  The  Wimbledon  and  Dorkikq 

Kailway  Company. 

[Reported,  in  the  Quecn^s  Bench  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  1  JS.  jp  &  807.] 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Queen's  Bench.) 

Greenouqh  against  McClelland. 

[Reported,  2  E.  ^  E.  429.] 
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IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 
(Error  from  the  Queen^s  Bench.) 
Deslandes  against  Gbegobt. 
[Reported,  2  E.  ^  E.  610.] 


177 

I860. 


Friday, 
June  U 


5th. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER. 

(Error  from  the  Queen*s  Bench.) 

Betts  against  Menzies. 

[Reported,  \  K  ^  E.  1020.] 


Saturday, 
July  7th. 


ZwiLCHENBABT  against  Alexasder. 

Sported,  in  the  Queen*8  Bench  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  I  B.  If  S.  234.] 


Saturday, 
July  7th. 


Wiley  against  Cbawford. 

[K^rtedy  in  the  Queen^s  Bench  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  I  B.  tf  S.  253.] 
^oum.  N  E.  &  E. 


Saturday, 
Judith. 
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Saturday, 
May  26th. 
Safurday, 
July  7th. 

The  sections 
coming  under 
the  head  of 
"  Discipline" 
in  The  Mer- 
chantShipping 
Act,  1854, 
17  &  18  Vict, 
c,  104.,  hare 
reference  to 
British  ships 
alone. 

One  of  these, 
sect.  257, 
renders  liable 
to  a  penalty 
"  every  person 
who  wilmlly 
harbours  or 
secretes  any 
seaman  or 
apprentice 
who  has  de- 
serted from 
his  ship.*' 
Held  that,  in 
order  to  con- 
vict an  offender 
under  this 

^Te  ihewn  ^^  Friday,  27th  January,  1860,  before  two  of  the  justice! 
de^lrt^f!^  ®^  ^^^  ^'^  borough  (by  whom  this  case  was  stated),  t€ 
is  a  British      aoswer  the  charge. 

ship:  and  ° 

that,  inasmuch       The  summoDS  recited  that  information  had  been  laid 

as  by  sect.  19  .  ^ 

*' ejerj  British  <'  That  jou,  Dennis  Leary,  did  on  22nd  January,  1860 

re^stered,"      at  the  borough  of  Newport  aforesaid,  then   and  there 

thOTeby^"*re?    wilfuUj  harbour  Peter  Smith,  Allen  Mclntyre,  Ferdinam 

reri^tered^      /Vimm   and   John   Broum,  seamen   who  had   desenec 

shall,  unless 

registered,  be 

recognized  as  a  British  ship,"  proof  that  the  ship  is  registered  must  also  be  given,  eithiv 

by  the  production  of  the  original  register,  or  by  an  examined  or  certified  copy  of  it,  • 


Leaby,  appellant,  against  Llotd,  respondent 

/^ASE  stated  by  justices  under  stat.  20  &  21  Viet 
r.  43. 
On  25th  January,  1860,  George  Lloyd,  the  respondent, 
who  is  the  police  officer  employed  by  The  Newport  Dock 
Company  for  the  protection  of  the  shipping  frequenting 
the  Newport  Docks,  within  the  borough  of  Newport,  in 
the  county  of  Monmouth,  and  to  prevent  seamen  from 
deserting  their  vessels,  laid  an  information,  not  in  writinj^ 
before  one  of  the  justices  for  the  said  borough,  against 
the  appellant,  Dennis  Leary,  who  keeps  a  sailors'  lodging 
house  and  beer-house  at  Newport,  for  having  wilfully 
harboured  certain  seamen  who  had  deserted  their  vesscL 
The  information  was  laid  under  sect  257  of  The  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104.;  and  a 
summons  was  issued  and  served  upon  the  appellant,  whc 
appeared,  with  his  solicitor,  at  the  Town  Hall,  Newport^ 


required  by  sect.  107. 
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from  the  British  ship  Sultana,  knowing  or  having  reason        1860. 
to  believe  such  seamen  to  have  so  deserted/'  Leart 

Evidence  of  the  witnesses  in  proof  of  the  offence  as        lioVd 
alleged  in  the  summons  was  duly  taken  on  behalf  of 
the  respondent  in  the  presence  of  the  appellant  and  his 
attoraej,  who  cross-examined  the  witnesses:  and^  no  evi>- 
dence  being  called  by  the  appellant  in  reply>  the  magis*- 
tiate  deemed   the   offence   proved^  and  convicted   the 
appellant  in  the  penalty  of  five  pounds,  including  the 
costs,  in  reference  to  one  Peter  Smith,  one  of  the  seamen 
whom  the  appellant  had  harboured  in  his  house.     The 
appellant,  being  dissatisfied  with  the  determination  and 
conviction   of  the  justices,  duly  applied   in  writing  to 
them  to  state  and  sign  a  case  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  of  Queen's  Bench  thereon,  which  the  justices 
agreed  to  grant  to  him,  and  he  (the  appellant)  having 
entered  into  a  recognizance  to  prosecute  without  delay 
his  appeal,  and    having  otherwise   complied  with  the 
atatate  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.,  the  said  justices  stated  and 
s^ned  the  case  accordingly. 

Hie  following  evidence  was  adduced  at  the  hearing 
in  support  of  the  information. 

It  was  proved,  by  Samuel  Brewster,  that  he  was  the 
Blaster  of  the  British  ship.   Sultana,  of  Liverpool,   of 
1316  tons  burthen,  then  lying  in  the  Newport  Docks, 
vitbio  the  said  borough,  where  she  had  arrived  a  week 
peviously  from  Antwerp  ;  that  eleven  seamen,  who  were 
ODthesbip^s  articles  of  agreement  (which  were  produced) 
and  who  had  arrived  at  the  port  of  Newport  with  him 
m  the  vessel,  had  all  deserted  the  said  ship ;  that  Peter 
Smith,  AUen  Mclntyre,   Ferdinand    Pamin   and   John 
Brown,  named  in  the  summons,  were  four  of  the  eleven 
seamen  who  had  so  deserted ;  that  the  men  signed  the 
N  2 
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1860.  articles  at  Antwerp,  to  come  to  the  port  o{  Newport  and 
Lbart  from  thence  to  proceed  to  a  port  in  the  United  State$ 
Li^'^P^  and  back  to  a  port  of  dischai^ge  in  the  United  Kingdom; 
that  the  men,  haying  only  just  commenced  their  vojage^ 
and  having  no  right  to  leave  the  ship,  deserted  either  on 
the  night  of  the  2l8t  or  23rd  January,  1860,  and  took 
away  all  their  clothes  and  effects  ¥rith  them.  The 
official  log  book  of  the  ship  was  not  produced,  but  it 
was  proved  that  the  aforesaid /V/er  Smith,  Allen  Mclntyre, 
Ferdinattd  Pamin  and  John  Brown  had  severally  been 
duly  convicted,  on  25th  January,  1860,  at  Newport,  bj 
two  of  the  justices  for  the  said  borough,  of  having 
deserted  from  the  said  vessel,  The  Sultana;  and  had 
been,  each  of  them,  sentenced  to  three  weeks*  hard 
labour  for  that  offence. 

The  appellant's  attorney  here  objected  that  there  vraa 
no  evidence  before  the  magistrates  that  7^  SuHana 
was  a  British  ship.  That  the  evidence  of  the  master 
that  she  was  such,  and  tlie  production  of  the  articles  of 
agreement  signed  by  the  deserting  seamen,  which  were 
in  the  form  required  by  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act, 
1854,  was  insufficient  proof  of  the  ship  being  a  BriUA 
vessel,  in  the  absence  of  the  certificate  of  registry,  which 
he  contended  ought  to  be  produced.  He  further  cod* 
tended  that,  in  the  absence  of  the  official  log  book, 
no  legal  evidence  was  before  the  justices  in  proof  of  the 
men  named  in  the  summons  being  deserters. 

The  justices  were  satisfied  with  the  evidence  befefe 
them  that  the  ship  was  a  British  ship,  and  that  the  8e»- 
men  named  on  the  summons  had  deserted  fix^m  the  said 
vessel.  Sect.  244  of  The  Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854, 
was  referred  to  in  reply  to  the  appellant's  attorney^ 
objection. 


XXIV.   VICTORIA,  181 

Michael  MUes  proved  that  he  was  the  watchman  em-  I860, 
pbjed  on  board  The  Sultana  to  watch  ihe  ship  and  LeIbt 
aee  nothing  went  out  of  her ;  that  he  was  going  on  board  lloto. 
die  ship  at  twenty  minutes  to  six  o  clock  on  Sunday 
night,  Jaxuary  22nd;  that  The  Sultana  was  lying 
second  ship  off  the  dock  wall,  a  Bremen  ship  being 
moored  next  to  her;  that  he  then  and  there  saw  Leary, 
the  appellant,  standing  on  the  dock  wall,  and  saw  a  bag 
of  dothes  thrown  down  on  the  wall,  and  one  o(  Leary's 
men  take  away  the  bag.  Miles,  conchiding  that  seamen 
were  deserting,  seized  the  bag  of  clothes,  and  took  it 
from  the  man  who  was  carrying  it  away,  when  another 
nan  (a  sailor)  ran  up  and  said,  <<  This  is  my  bag,*'  and 
polled  it  away  from  the  watchman.  Leary  stood  by  and 
mid  to  the  witness, ''  Mike,  go  on  board  your  ship." 
MUtt  replied,  '*  'So,  Leary;  you  are  carrying  on  a  pretty 
pme  here  to-night,  and  I  will  report  you  for  it."  To 
this  accusation  Leary  made  no  reply.  The  watchman 
then  proceeded  on  board  hb  ship.  The  Sultana,  and 
in  order  to  reach  her  he  had  to  pass  over  the  Bremen 
diip^  lying  next  the  quay  wall  On  the  deck  of  the 
Breaien  ship  he  saw  beds  and  other  seamen's  effects 
wnpped  op^  and  some  seamen  standing  by.  He  called 
the  mate  of  the  Bremen  ship,  and  asked  him  if  the  beds 
&C.  belonged  to  the  vessel ;  and  the  mate  replied,  in  the 
heiring  of  Leary,  who  was  then  standing  under  the 
Bnmem  ship's  bows,  that  they  belonged  to  The 
Sdtamu 

It  was  then  proved  by  George  Lhyd,  the  respondent, 
that,  in  consequence  of  the  information  he  had  received 
from  Captain  Brewster  and  the  watchman  Miles,  he 
went,  with  other  police  officers,  to  the  house  of  the 
appellant,  on  23rd  January,  and  in  his  house  they  found 
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I860.  fonr  of  the  eleven  men  who  had  deserted,  namely,  Peler 
iMLXt  Snuih,  MeBUyre,  Pamm  and  Brawn,  named  in  the 
jj^^  summons.  They  were  in  the  tap  nxNn  openly ;  a  6fth 
man,  on  seeing  the  officers,  ran  away.  The  seamen 
were  taken  to  the  police  station,  and  on  the  following 
day  were  duly  convicted  before  two  justices  and  were 
severally  committed  to  prison,  for  deserting  their  said 
ship  Sultana.  It  was  proved  that  Leary  was  present 
or  in  his  house  at  the  time  the  deserters  were  so  taken 
out  of  it ;  but  George  Bath,  one  of  the  police  officers 
who  went  with  the  respondent  to  apprehend  the  said 
seamen,  proved  that  he  saw  Leary  in  the  street,  in  the 
evening  of  the  day  on  which  the  said  four  seamen  were 
taken  into  custody,  and  told  him  {Leary)  that  four 
sailors  had  been  apprehended  in  his  house  for  deserting 
from  The  Sultana.  Leary  replied,  ''Is  that  allT  The 
witness,  Baih,  smd  ^  Yes.^  Leary  said,  ^  There  are  some 
more  there ;  I  don*t  want  them ;  they  came  to  me.  The 
captain  can  have  them  if  he  likes.  They  shall  pay  me 
for  their  board  before  they  get  their  clothes." 

The  appellant's  attorney  having  contended  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  shew  that  the  bag  of  clothes  thrown 
from,  or  the  effects  found  upon,  the  Bremen  ship,  were 
part  of  the  effects  of  the  deserting  seamen  fit>m  Hie 
Sultana,  and  that  the  appellant  did  not  know  the 
men  were  deserters,  the  justices,  looking  at  all  the 
circumstances  proved  in  evidence,  deemed  the  offisnce 
proved  in  reference  to  Peter  Smith,  and  convicted  the 
appellant  in  the  penalty  of  5L,  including  costs,  for  wil* 
fully  harbouring  him,  knowing  or  having  reason  to 
believe  he  had  deserted  his  ship. 

The  question  for  the  decision  of  the  Court  was, 
whether  the  conviction  was  right  or  wrong. 
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No  coansel  appeared  in  support  of  the  conviction.  1860. 

Leabt 
Dowdeswett,   for  the  appellant.     The  justices  were       lloyd 
wrong  in  convicting  the  appellant,  in  the  absence  of 
1^1  proof  that  The  SuUana  was  a  registered  British 
dtip.     The  conviction  was  under  sect  257  of  The  Mer- 
diant  Shipping  Act,  1854,  which  renders  liable  to  a 
penalty  ''every  person  who  wilfully  harbours  or  secretes 
any  seaman  or  apprentice  who  has  deserted  from  his 
ship,''  "  knowing  or  having  reason  to  believe  such  sea- 
man or  apprentice  to  have  so  done.**     Now,  inasmuch 
as  this  section  occurs  in  Part  IIL  of  the  Act,  by  "ship** 
must  be  meant  a  "sea-going**  ship  ''registered  in  the 
Vmtei  Kingdom  ^  \  sect.   109  declaring  that  thq  whole 
of  the  Third  Part  of  the  Act  shall  apply  to  all  such  ships. 
And  by  sect  19, '« Every  British  ship  must  be  registered 
in  manner*  thereinafter  "mentioned";  "and  no  ship'* 
thereby  "required  to  be  registered  shall,  unless  regis- 
tered, be  recognized  as  a  British  ship.**    In  order,  there- 
fore, to  bring  the  appellant  within  the  operation  of  sect. 
257,  it  was  imperative  upon  the  respondent  to  prove  to 
the  justices  that  The  Sultana  was  a  registered  British  ship. 
The  only  evidence  adduced  for  that  purpose  was  the 
stitement  of  the  captain ;  whereas,  by  sect.  107,  the  Act 
reqowes  the  register  to  be  proved,  '*  either  by  the  pro- 
duction of  the  original  or  by  an  examined  copy  thereof, 
or  by  a  copy  thereof  purporting  to  be  certified  under 
the  hand  of  the  registrar  or  other  person  having  the 
charge  of  the  original.**    At  common  law,  no  doubt,  the 
ownership  of  a  ship  might  be  sufficiently  proved  by  parol 
evidence  of  the  possession  of  the  owners  as  owners, 
without  the  aid  of  any  documentary  proof  or  title  deeds     . 


rw 
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IWO.  OD  thft  Bolgect;  RcberUm  t.  Fremdk  (a);  and,  in  SuUam 
f^^,^  T.  jffnel  (ft),  powMJMon  of  a  diip  under  a  dransfer,  Toid 
j^jj^  far  non-complianee  with  the  then  icgister  Acta^  was  heU 
a  auflBdent  title  in  troier  against  a  stranger  for  parts  of 
the  diip^  being  wrecked.  Bot  the  prarisions  of  The 
Merdiant  Shipping  Act,  1854,  render  it  impeiatiTe  to 
prore  the  registiy  and  the  Bnlidk  diaracter  of  a  ship  in 
the  manner  therebj  required.  Agun,  in  the  abeenoe  of 
the  official  log  book,  there  was  no  aoffident  evidence 
before  the  jostices  that  the  seamen  were  deaeiten. 
SecL  844  reqttires  entries  of  the  commisBon  of  oflBaiccs 
bj  seamoi  to  be  made  in  that  book  and  signed  bj  the 
master  and  abo  br  the  mate  or  one  of  the  crew,  and 
enacts  that  **  in  anj  sobseqiient  legal  proceeding*  sodi 
^'entnesT  **8hall,  if  practicable,  be  prodoced  or  proved^ 
and  in  defiuilt  of  such  piodoction  or  proof  the  Court 
hearing  the  esse  maj,  at  its  discietioo,  refase  to  receite 
evidence  of  the  ofience.*  [BlmeUtam  J.  Under  that 
section  the  jostices  had  a  discretion  to  receive  other 
evidence,  if  thej  thought  fit.]  Then,  lastlj,  there  was 
no  evidence  to  diew  that  the  qipdhnt  knew  or  had 
reason  to  believe  that  iSanA  was  a  deaeiter.  [IP%*taaJ. 
Sorelj  there  was  some  evidence  of  that.] 


CoatBcmx  C«  J.  Upon  the  first  point,  the  Court 
will  take  time  to  consider;  b«t  we  all  think  that  there 
is  nothing  in  the  others. 

Cmr.mJk.vmlL 

BLACKBrxsr  J.  now  ddtrercd  the  judgment  of  the 
Cuort  (cX    This  was  an  appeal  against  a  coofictiup  on 


\,*)  4  EoMt.  laX  131$^  137.  (i)  2  Tmtt,  SQL 
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an  information  under  the  257th  section  of  The  Merchant        1860. 
^Shipping  Act,   1854,  for  harbouring  a  deserter  from        lzarx 
S.lie  British  ship  Sultana.     On  the  hearing,  before  the        llJtd. 
agistratesy  no  certificate  of  the  registry  of  the  ship 
lying  been  produced,  an  objection  was  taken  that  there 
no  proof  that  the  ship  in  question,  which  was  alleged 
-Cjo  be  a  British  ship,  had  been  registered  pursuant  to 
'Che  requirements  of  the  Act  in  question,  and  that  the 
information,  therefore,  could  not  be  sustained.     The 
-KMgistrates  having  overruled   this  objection,  the  same 
ixnnt  was  taken  before  us  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
^peal ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  objection  is  well 
'fJEHioded  and  must  prevail.     After  a  careful  consideration 
of  the  Act,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  sections  coming 
nnder  the  head  of  "  Discipline,''  of  which  the  section 
^Q  question  is  one,  have  reference  to  British  ships  alone. 
Bat,  by  the  19th  section,  no  ship,  required  to  be  regis- 
^^rcd,  shall,  unless  registered,  be  recognised  as  a  British 
di^ipi   It  follows  that  in  a  proceeding  in  which  it  becomes 
Necessary  to  shew  that  a  ship  is  a  British  ship,  proof  of 
tbc  ship  having  been  registered  becomes  essential,  to 
ivit'vest  the  ship  with   the  character  of  a  British  ship. 
Soch  proof  vras,  in  the  present  case,  wanting;  and  its 
li^l^seQce  ought,  in  our  opinion,  to  have  prevented  a  con- 
v^iction  from  taking  place.     We  therefore  hold  that  the 
coDTiction  was  wrong  and  must  be  reversed. 

Conviction  reversed. 


tiiU  TRINITY  VACATION. 


»».» Nt.x./uv,      The  Queen,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Chorch- 

N';uyu*,  ^vardens  and   Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  St 

Mart,    Cardiff,  ,  respondents,    against   The 

Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Glamobgan- 

SHIRE  Canal  Navigation,  appellants. 


'I  ho  .\ot 


UPON   an  appeal   to   the    Glamorganskbrt  Quarter 
H)»)v)Untm  *  Sessions  against  a  rate  for  the  relief  of  the  poor, 

iviivv.  i^ma^Hl  dulj  made  by  the  respondents  on  I9th  December,  1S57, 
|vAu\  fthmiM  *  *i^d  to  which  the  appelUnts  were  assessed,  the  Sesstoos 
w  ^m*  blT*      confirmed  the  rate,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court 
mt^j.^  t%^  *ll       ^^  jjjg  followinff  case. 
A»a  )vMsvhi«l        The  appellants  are,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  rale 

^%r  *n«l  in  rMipM*t  of  th^  Uxii>  ftsd  grounds  to  WpurchMni  or  tikcD  brtibe^  "Cooqwij^ 
*  in  pnrMtAiKH'  *^r'  thf  "  Art,  in  the  same  proportion  as  oihfT  laadf  hriag  neir  iht  sum 
Aiv  or  ikhaU  be  T»t<si,  and  ac  the  same  lai>d»  asd  cromdit  fio  to  W  rmrihawd  or  takeo 
^\MtM  Ih"  ratAaMe  in  oa«c  the  ^amc  were  ibe  pro}«rt^-  of  iDdixidiial»  in  xheir  natnral 
*>av4ioiiy," 

in  pnnmanoe  c(  the  Acu  the  Oompanr  pcivhasied  lands  and  made  the  canaL  At  that 
l»wo  the  Und>  a^^T.^iniiu:  thi^se  !«o  r^nwhaw^d  verp  1<-t  for  n^  as  mere  land ;  bat  they 
iU>or«a}>H  p^MtK  inoreasieii  in  raanA.  and.  at  Hbt  time  that  the  rate  nov  appealed 
afinin^l  'a-a*  w>a*^<C  wore  rxTWJMrpV  >.Ts;h  orer.  and  vonh.  if  h-t  for  the  pmpow  erf  being 
V\\\\\  »•«.  tv?.  per  annnm  the  j»qnare  vard.  The  armiire  ra7rAMe  rahie.  tt  the  tbne  of 
«viAVinA  th^  ratA«  of  the  noare»:  land  t.->  the  cftna}  whirh  traf>  then  f^oll  nsied  ai:  mere  land, 
^  Ak  aKmiI  .V  por  a«nr  per  anrnn.  X^pon  other  land  a^^o Ininjr  the  canal  «hax{&.  jaida 
and  binMin^F^  nnd  Wft^nr  then  l«eex  envied,  the  avcsnge  imicahle  Tahie  of  vhich  vm 
Oirn  ,V  ihe  ti^iian"  %tm\1 

t^n  a  oaM"  iMatM  ^or  the  opinion  of  thif  C>ixn  hy  Spftsioni^  on  an  aj^imJ  Vr  the  Obbh 
^v»»v>  affftirmt  a  rvs"«r-Taie  Tna*ie  >t  reftp^ndenrf..  for  a  parish  in  whirh  pan  oJ"  the  omal 
^  nfc  MMiat4x.  to  m^iioh  appellant*  n-ere  H»««5f«ed  in  :he  ftame  prf^coion  »»>  the  lasdf  hriii^ 
»«,»«i"  ibo  ,«anal  ^-ery  ratM.  at^  o^■v*npiod  at  the  Taut  the  rat*  va*.  made:  Hdd,  tSiat 
npt^t'lUnf^'  'av^re  mM  ra  tea  hie  in  nroponion  or.\v  \j^  the  rat4«.>ijf  rahie  rtf  the  vhole  of  the 
^iunK  i^i*«"»ii>iTi^  ihf  ♦•»»i>»tV  ^-^ns^^ere.-:  as  merr  land  .  hn:  :hat  the  true  principle  of  their 
^«^(«^M)M))t^  m-a^  iha:  tbr  ad'ojnmp  lanr.  o.-^Tt*red  vith  )im]dinp»  idionld  he  Inmf^t  int» 
i»,.to)»|>M  Viih  \\if  »id'.'«in"nc  liir^ii  of  ,^;h^r  df'«.-H:o.-in*..  and  that  appeTiantii  i^oold  h^ 
««Ai<vl  for  the  lni>*^  ,>vr.pio.'.  >a  ihf  «'*ana'  ao.^ordinr  ?f  thf  axgrrecate  vahie.  as  the  tsBwo^ 
«««-«Vm^  Oie  r»»?<v  o?  \\h  wh.^f  l>»n.\  Iit.-mjjtM  irv  hovhr^oi  That  rahie  h(<dn|r  the  nnfe^ 
^Ui,«^  a  tonj»ri  f^^Tr.  your  t*"*  yoar  wonU  ^.y^  ?V  tbf  %h.'ilf  .  it.  e«:timannp  irhich,  TCf^vd^ 
«  af  <«'  )v  hat^  to  Th«t  p>»j\^-^*or.  cti,  tl'f  r^nTiT  pair,  >  ^  thf  'enan:  nc'  ary  hniidinp  *^ymtinjf  of* 
Oi»  Nn.l  ^)t>oh  Yt  Tt-icht  W  Mip^"»«e.''.  *r  pax  ir  Twvr:  of  ii*  »jw  af  enhanrcd  in  Tihie. 
^s^ollf^  0>r  »)p.>ovo;\s;  l«p.^   V>  N' "•,;:  i»Mi'*  np«^r. 
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liereinafter  mentioned  were,  the  owners  and  occupiers        i860, 
of  the  Glamorganshire  Canal    Part  of  that  canal,  run-  "rhToDBEiT 
ning  nearly  north  and  south,  is  situate  in  the  parish  of   ^      ^* 
jSt.  Mary^  Cardiff.     By  a  rate  or  assessment  for  the         bhibb 
:velief  of  the  poor  of  the  said  parish,  duly  made  on  19th      Company. 
J)ecember,  1857,  and  which  rate  was  duly  allowed  and 
3)QbIished,  the  appellants  were  rated  as  the  occupiers  of 
that  part  of  the  canal  lying  within  the  said  parish,  and  the 
other  lands,  tenements  and  premises,  occupied  by  them 
within  the  same.      The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the 
Glamorganshire   Canal  Navigation  were    incorporated 
under  an  Act  of  Parliament  passed  in  the  year  1790, 
^  0.  3.  e.  lxxxii.(a),  entitled  ^^  An  Act  for  making  and 
maintaining  a  navigable  canal  from  Merthyr  Tidvile,  to 
and  through  a  place  called  The  Bank,  near  the  town  of 
(^rdiff,  in  the  county  of  Glamorgan.**     The  said  Act, 
after  a  preamble  reciting  that  the  making  and  maintain-   . 
log  the  proposed  canal  would  open  communications  with 
several  extensive  ironworks  and  collieries,  and   be   of 
public  utility,  incorporated  the  Company  by  and  under 
*he  name  of  **  The  Company  of  Proprietors  of  the  Gla- 
^mrganshire  Canal  Navigation^  and  authorized  and  em- 
powered the  said  Company  to  make  and  maintain  the 
Slid  canal,  and  to  purchase  and  take  lands  for  the  use  of 
the  undertaking,  and  to  take  certain  rates  and  tolls  from 
persons  using  the  said  canal.     By  sect  67  of  the  above 
Act  it  was  enacted,  "  That  the  said  Company  of  pro- 
prietors shall  from  time  to  time  be  rated  to  all  parlia- 
mentary and  parochial  rates  and  assessments  for  and  in 
lespect  of  the  lands  and  grounds  to  be  purchased  or 
taken  by  the  said  Company  of  proprietors  in  pursuance 

(a)  Local  and  personal,  public. 
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of  this  Act,  in  the  same  proportion  as  other  lands  and 
grounds  Ijing  near  the  same  are  or  shall  be  rated,  and 
as  the  same  lands  and  grounds  so  to  be  purchased  or 
taken  would  be  rateable  in  case  the  same  were  the  pn>- 
perty  of  individuals  in  their  natural  capacity.''  The 
above  b  the  only  section  of  the  Act  which  has  reference 
to  the  subject  of  rating  the  Company's  property.  This 
section  was  afterwards  incorporated  in  another  Act,  36 
G.  Z.  e.  Ixix.  {a).  By  virtue  of  these  two  Acts,  the 
Company  purchased  and  took  certiun  lands,  and  made 
the  canal  and  the  works  connected  therewith,  partof  whidi 
said  lands  and  premises  lies  within  the  said  parish  of  SL 
Mary^  Cardiff,  and  is  the  property  rated  as  above.  Before 
and  at  the  time  of  the  formation  of  the  said  canal  and 
the  works  connected  therewith,  the  lands  purchased  and 
taken  by  the  Company  in  the  said  parish  fiv  the  pur- 
poses of  the  said  canal  and  works,  and  the  lands  adjacent 
and  lying  on  each  side  thereof,  were  of  very  much  leas 
value  than  they  are  at  present.  The  whole  of  the  land 
taken  was  at  that  time  let  at  the  usual  rent  given  far 
land  in  the  neighbourhood  of  towns ;  but  now,  owii^  to 
the  rapid  increase  of  the  population  and  the  consequent 
need  of  further  house  acoommodadon  in  CWd^  the 
adjoining  land  has  been  extensively  built  over,  and  is  the 
site  of  several  streets  and  squares.  Sudi  land  is  now 
worth,  when  let  for  the  purpose  of  being  built  on,  6dL  per 
annum  the  square  yard.  The  average  rateable  value  of 
the  land  lying  nearest  to  the  canal  and  towing  path,  on 
the  eastern  side  thereof  which  is  used  as  nme  land^  is 
about  St  an  acre  per  annum.    On  the  western  side  of 


(«)  Looal  aad  pvsoML  pdbSM.    '^T^uumV  ttak  90  ^.  9L  f.hrraf, 
**  aoad  fi?r  ejmmiiB^  iIm  said  eaaal  to  a  pbev  caUsd  7W  Lmnr  Iiynr, 
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tlie  canal  the  lands  and  premises  taken  and  occupied  by 
the  Company  under  the  said  Acts,  are  abutted  upon  by 
^vrbarfe  and  yards  in  the  occupation  of  iron  masters  and 
other  private  individuals,  used  for  the  purposes  of  trade 
«nd  commerce.    These  wharfs  and  yards,  with  the  build- 
ings belonging  thereto,  are  actually  rated  as  wharfe  and 
yards,  at  various  sums  which,  together,  give  an  average 
of  about  5dL   the  square  yard  of  the  land  occupied 
thereby.      Beyond  the  said  wharfs  and  yards  on  the 
irestem  side,  immediately  adjoining  them,  and  within  a 
short  distance  of  the  Company's  canal  and  the  premises 
ooDDected  therewith,  is  a  quantity  of  land,  separated 
from  the  canal  only  by  the  wharfs,  and  which  is  used 
IS  mere  land ;  the  rateable  value  whereof,  and  of  the 
other  land  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  was  taken,  for  the 
pnrposes  of  the  said  appeal,  at  an  average  of  3/.  an  acre 
per  annum.     Until  the  rate,  the  subject  of  appeal,  was 
made,  the  Company  had  been  rated  by  the  said  parish 
in  respect  of  the  said  land  under  the  canal  and  towing 
pith,  at  the  sum  of  120L  per  annum  only,  in  respect  of 
tbe lands  and  premises  mentioned;  and  that  sum  was 
admitted,  for  the  purposes  of  the  said  appeal,  to  be  the 
fell  rateable  value  of  the  lands  and  premises  taken  and 
oocapied  by  the  Company  under  the  said  Acts,  situate 
within  the  said  parish,  supposing  the  same  to  be  assessed 
and  rated  at  the  average  annual  rateable  value  of  the 
hmd,  used  as  mere  land,  lying  nearest  thereto.     By  the 
present  rate  the  appellants  are  rated  for  the  bed  of  the 
omal  and  the  towing  paths  in  the  same  proportion  as 
the  lands  and  grounds  lying  near  thereto  are  rated  in 
the  same  assessment,  and  in  the  same  proportion  in 
which  they  would  be  rated  in  case  they  were  the  pro- 
perty of  individuals  in  their  natural  capacity. 
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V'  TRINITY  VACATION. 

x^),  .Vc  ibe  Quarter  Sessions  the  appellants  oooGned  their 

K  <i.fcw<  oLj^^rtiuus  to  the  principles  so  adopted  by  the  rcspond- 
^*  ^  ^  cues  aod  involved  in  the  said  assessment.  They  con- 
»aiuK  leaded  that,  by  the  principle  of  rating  so  adopted  by  the 
tL  ^ui^A^\  parish,  they  were  assessed  at  too  high  an  amount  in 
respect  of  the  lands  occupied  by  the  bed  of  the  canal 
aud  the  towing  paths,  and  also  in  respect  of  the. lands 
and  premises  abutted  upon  by  the  wharfs  and  yards. 
They  contended  that,  under  the  provisions  of  the  67th 
section  of  the  Act,  they  were  only  liable  to  be  assessed, 
in  respect  of  their  lands  and  premises,  at  the  rateable 
value  of  land  adjoining  thereto,  if  the  same  had  remained 
mere  land,  and  at  the  time  of  the  rate  was  used  only  (on 
purposes  consistent  with  its  retaining  that  character. 
The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  found,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case,  that  the  lands  and  grounds  occupied  by  the 
appellants  were  not  overrated,  if  the  correct  principle 
was  to  rate  their  lands  and  grounds  in  the  same  propor- 
tion as  the  lands  and  grounds  lying  near  were  rated,  as 
occupied  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  rate,  and  as  if 
the  lands  and  grounds  were  the  property  of  individualSi 
But  that  the  appellants  were  overrated,  if  their  lands 
and  grounds  should  have  been  assessed  as  the  lands  and 
grounds  lying  near  thereto  would  have  been,  if  they  had 
continued  to  be  used  as  mere  land. 

The  question  tor  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was;, 
whether  the  principle  of  assessment  adopted  by  the 
respondents  is  based  upon  the  correcrt  construction  of 
the  provisions  of  the  Act  regulating  the  rating  of  the 
Company 's  lands ;  aud  whether  the  said  provisions^  and 
the  facts  and  circumstances  dl:>cl^i^d  in  the  case,  war- 
ranted the  order  of  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sesdons.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  that  opinion,  then  the  order  of 
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Ae  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  was  to  stand,  and  the        i860. 

i^te  to  remain  for  the  full  sum  at  which  the  canal  and  The  Qukbn 

premises  had  been  assessed  by  the  respondents.     If  the  (j^j^jifoaaAH- 
Court  should  be  of  the  contrary  opinion,  then  the  rate        ^«J^^ 
'•i^as  to  be  amended  by  reducing  it  to  the  amount  of  the     Company. 
former  assessment. 

field  and  Bowen,  for  the  respondents.     The  question 

turns   upon  the  proper  construction  of  sect.  67  of  the 

Act  incorporating  the  appellants,  30  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxii. 

By  that  section  the  appellants,  as  proprietors  of  the 

Glamorganshire   Canal^  are  to  be  rated  from  time  to 

time,  amongst  others,  to  parochial  rates  and  assessments, 

in  respect  of  the  lands  and  grounds  to  be  purchased  or 

taken  by  them  for  the  purposes  of  the  Act,  *^  in  the  same 

proportion  as  other  lands  and  grounds  lying  near  the 

ftame  are  and  shall  be  rated,  and  as  the  same  lands  and 

Sroonds  so  to  be  purchased  or  taken  would  be  rateable 

ii:i    case  the  same  were  the  property  of  individuals  in 

tlm«ir  natural  capacity.**    The  question  is,  whether  the 

P^jish  officers,  in  assessing  to  the  poor-rate  the  lands 

purchased  or  taken  by  the  Company,  the  appellants,  are 

^^^  adopt,  as  the  basis  of  assessment,  the  rateable  value  of 

txie  adjacent  lands  and  grounds,  considered  as  mere  land, 

*®  it  stood  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  Company*s 

'^^t ;  or  whether  they  are  to  estimate  the  assessment 

^^^ording  to  the  present  rateable  value  of  those  lands, 

^^  Actually  used  and  occupied  at  the  time  of  making  the 

^^^.     The  latter  is  the  correct  principle.     At  the  time 

*^^t   the   Company's  Act   was  passed,   an   impression 

^  listed  that  the  receipt  of  mere  tolls  made  the  recipient 

^^teable  to  poor-rate,  although  he  occupied  no  real  visible 

^^opcrty  in  the  rating  parish,  connected  with  the  tolls. 
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I860.       Rex y.  NlehoUom  (a)  pat  an  end  to  that  impreasion ;  and 
The  QuBKv    since  that  decision  the  Courts  leant  to  such  a  construc- 
GianomoAv-   ^'^^  of  Acts  of  Parliament,  making  lands  used  for  the 
^^^        purpose  of  obtaining  tolb  rateable^  as  excluded  the  tolls 
^^<^P^7*      from  being  taken  into  consideration  as  an  element  in 
the  rateable  yalue  of  the  lands.    Thus,  in  Rex  v.  Tke 
Regents  Canal  Company  {b\  it  was  held  that  land  of  a 
canal  Company,  used  by  them  for  the  purpose  of  the 
canal,  was  rateable  to  poor-rate,  quk  land,  not  in  respect 
of  its  improved  value,  but  in  respect  of  that  which  would 
have  been  its  value  if  it  had  not  been  used  for  the  pur- 
poses  of  the  canal :  the  Company's  Act  providing  that 
lands,  whether  covered  with  water  or  not,  and  also  all 
dwelling-houses,  wharfs,  &c.,  belonging  to  the  Company, 
should  be  rateable,  the  lands  according  to  their  quantity 
and  quality,  and  the  dwelling-houses,  wharfe,  &c.,  accord- 
ing to  the  nature  and  respective  uses  thereof;  and  should 
be  assessed  in  like  manner  as  lands  of  a  like  quality, 
and  dwelling-houses,  wharfs,  &c.,  of  a  like  and  dmilar 
size  or  nature  in  the  respective  parishes  where  the  same 
should  be  situate,  should  be  assessed.     Bayley  J.,  in 
giving  judgment  said  (cX  **I  think  that  that  land*  (land, 
part  of  which  was  covered  with  water)  *' is  to  be  rated 
in  the  same  manner  as  land  of  the  same  quality  would 
have  been  if  it  had  not  been  converted  into  a  baan,  or 
applied  to  the  other  puqioses  of  the  canal.     If  it  bad 
been  intended  that  it   should   be  rated  according  to 
its  improved  value,  the  Legislature  would  have  said  so. 
Indeed,  if  that  be  the  effect  of  the  clause,  it  is  wholly 
useless,  as  far  as  the  land  is  concerned,  for  that  would 
be  rateable  for  its  improved  value  if  the  Act  had  not 

(fl)  12  East,  330.  (A)  6  5.  jf  C.  720. 

(f )  At  p.  730. 
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contained  a  protimon  on  the  subject'^    In  Bex  y.  Hie       13^. 

Leeds  and  Lboerpool  Canal  Company  (o)  it  had  already     xhe  Qutur 

been  held  that,  when  an  Act  directs  that  canal  tolls  shall   q^^^^'^^^. 

be  exempt  from  any  taxes,  rateS)  &c.)  other  than  such        "^i^ 

ai  the  land  which  should  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  the      Company. 

DSTigation  would  have  been  subject  to  if  the  Act  had 

not  been  made;  that  goes  to  exempt  the  tolls,  qui 

tolls,  altogether  from  being  rated  in  respect  of  the  line 

of  canal   so  exempted,  leaving  the   land  rateable   as 

befive.      These  decisions  establish  that    the  rateable 

value  of  land  used  for  a  canal  is  to  be  determined^  under 

Acts  of  Parliament  like  that  before  the  Court,  not  by 

itaimproTed  value  arising  from  such  use,  but  by  that 

wludi  would  have  been  its  value  had  it  remained  in  use 

M  IsncL     They  do  not,  however,  lay  down  that  this 

bjfpothetical  vialue  is  to  be  arrived  at  by  reference  to 

tbe  time  at  which  the  canal  was  formed,  and  not  to  that 

at  which  the  particuhir  rate  is  made.    But  any  doubt 

opon  that  point  is  cleared  up  by  Rex  v.  The  Monmouth" 

aUne  Canal  Company  (6).     The  Company's  Act,  in  that 

caae^  provided  that  the  Company  should,  from  time  to 

time,  be  rated  in  respect  of  the  lands  and  grounds  to 

be  taken,  and  the  buildings  to  be  erected  by  them,  in 

the  same  proportion  as,  and  not  at  any  higher  value  or 

improved  rent   than,  other  lands,  grounds  and  build- 

inga  adjacent  were  or  should,  for  the  time  being,  be 

lated,  and  as  the  lands,  grounds  and  buildings^  to  be 

taken  and  erected  by  them,  would  have  been  rateable, 

incase  they  had  conUnued  in  their  former  state,  and 

not  been  used  for  the  purposes  of  the  undertaking.    The 

adjacent  lands  and  buildings  having  improved  in  value, 

(a)  5  East,  325.  (b)  SJ.^E.  619. 

vou  in.  o  E.  &  & 
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I860.  froix^  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  under- 
The  QuBKM  taking,  partly  in  consequence  of  the  undertaking  having 
Glamorqah-  ^^^°  carried  into  effect,  partly  from  independent  caoseSy 
CmS  ^^^  Court  held  that  the  land  and  buildings  used  for  the 
Company,  canal  were  to  be  rated  at  the  value  which  the  adjacent 
latidsy  &C.9  bore  at  the  time  of  the  rate;  and  not  at  the 
value  which  these  latter  bore  at  the  commencement  of 
the  undertaking,  nor  at  that  which  they  would  have 
borne  at  the  time  of  the  rate  if  the  undertaking  had  not 
been  carried  into  effect  And  the  Court  came  to  this 
conclusion,  although,  during  the  forty  years  which  had 
elapsed  from  the  passing  of  the  Act  to  the  time  of  the 
question  being  raised,  the  rate  had  always  been  made 
according  to  the  original  value  of  the  lands  adjacent 
The  principle  of  that  decision  is  directly  in  favour  of 
the  contention  of  the  respondents  in  the  present  case ; 
although  the  language  of  the  Act,  there,  was  rather 
larger  than  that  of  the  present  appellants*  Act,  inasmuch 
as  it  expressly  referred  to  the  value  at  which  the  adja- 
cent lands,  &c.,  were  or  should,  for  the  time  being,  be 
rated.  The  present  Act  does  not  specify  **  the  time 
being,"  but  it  refers  to  the  proportion  at  which  adjacent 
lands,  &c.,  ^^  are  or  shall  be  rated."  In  all  cases  of  this 
description  the  object  of  the  Legislature  is  to  leave  the 
land  taken  by  the  Company  to  be  rated  from  time  to 
time  just  as  it  would  have  been  if  the  Company  had 
not  taken  it ;  giving,  as  the  test  of  its  rateable  value 
from  time  to  time,  that  of  the  lands  adjacent.  [CbciU 
burn  C.  J.  If  so,  might  not  a  difficulty  arise,  if  there 
was  a  difference  in  the  value  of  the  lands  adjacent  on 
the  opposite  sides  of  the  canal  ?]  In  such  a  case  the 
Sessions  would  strike  an  average.  The  appellants'  Act 
makes  their  lands  and   grounds  rateable  in   the  same 
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proportion  as  other  lands  and  grounds  ^^  lying  near  the        I860, 
same."    Those  lands,  &c.,  can  be  ascertained   with  as    The  Qukkh 
much  certainty  as  though  they  had   been   scheduled    glamoroah- 
to  the  Act.     What  constitutes  "  lying  near"  is  a  ques-        J?™ 
tion  of  fact  for  the  Sessions ;  and  they  have  found  as  a      Company. 
&ct  that  the  lands  and  grounds  occupied  by  the  appel- 
lants are  not  overrated,  if  the  correct  principle  is   to 
rate  them  in  the  same  proportion  as  the   lands  and 
grounds  lying  near  were  rated,  as  occupied  at  the  time 
of  making  the  rate,  and  as  if  the  lands  and   grounds 
i^ere  the  property  of  individuals.     The  appellants  will 
rely  upon  Regina  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Com" 
f^  {a).     The  Company,  in  that  case,  were,  under  their 
^Acts  of  Parliament,  to  be  rated  in  respect  of  their  lands 
^vd  grounds  already  purchased  or  taken,  or  to  be  pur- 
^^iiased  or  taken,  and  all  warehouses  and  other  buildings 
•^3  be  erected  by  them,  in  the  proportion   that   other 
-■^iQdfl^  grounds  and  buildings  lying  near  the  same  were 
^^^  should  be  rated,  and  as  the  same  lands,  grounds  and 
^^  wildings  would  be  rateable  in  case  the  same  were  the 
X^i'operty  of  individuals  in  their  natural  capacity.    When 
^e  canal  was  made,  the  land  taken  for  and  that  adjoin- 
^*^S  the  canal  alike  consisted  of  agricultural  and  garden 
^^nd ;  but  of  late  years  the  land  adjoining  had  become 
applicable  for  building  purposes,  and  large  portions  of 
H  Had  been  let  for  such  purposes  on  leases  for  ninety-nine 
yeaiB,.  at  ground  rents  greatly  exceeding  the  rents  at 
^bich  the  lands  could  be  let  for  agricultural  and  garden 
^Hirposes;  and  buildings  had  been  erected  on  such  lands, 
\  *m  poTsuance  of  the  covenants  contained  in  the  leases. 

I  The  increased  rentals  could  not  have  been  obtained, 


(a)  7  Wukly  R.  597. 
o  2 


I 
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1660.  unless  the  lands  had  been  let  for  long  terms,  and  on 
^e  QvKBH  I>uilding  leases  containing  the  osnal  covenants.  Upon 
GLAMomoAH-  ^^^^  ^^  ^^®  question  arose,  opon  what  principle  the 
8HIRV  gum  Hi  which  the  canal  was  rateable  ought  to  be  esti- 
Companr*  mated.  The  Conrt  consisted  only  of  Lord  Campbell 
C.  J.  and  Erk  J.,  and  the  following  brief  judgments 
were  deliyered.  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  said,  **  We  are* 
"  clearly  of  opinion  that  this  canal  and  towing  paths 
cannot  be  rated  at  the  value  of  land  let  on  building 
leases.  That  land  must  be  rated  on  the  principle  of 
what  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  would  give  for  it,  and 
under  those  circumstances  he  would  not  build  upon  the 
land."  And  Erie  J.,  **  It  is  often  the  case  that  land 
near  to  a  house  is  the  subject  of  a  covenant  not  to  be 
built  on,  and  this  land  occupied  by  the  canal  and  towing 
paths  is  in  a  similar  position.  The  Company  ought 
to  be  rated  according  to  the  value  of  land  near  the 
canal  in  its  natural  state;  viz.,  at  the  value  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  would  give  for  it,  and  not  on  its 
building  value.''  The  marginal  note  represents  the 
Court  to  have  held  "  that  the  Company  were  to  be 
rated  for  their  lands  at  the  same  value  as  other  adjacent 
lands  used  for  agricultural  or  garden  purposes.**  That, 
however,  is  an  incorrect  statement  of  the  decision, 
which  merely  was,  as  the  marginal  note  proceeds  to  say, 
that  the  Company  were  ''not"  to  be  rated  ''at  the  value 
of  adjacent  lands  let,  or  capable  of  being  let,  on  bi^ilding 
leases.''  It  is  not  now  contended,  for  the  respondents^ 
that  either  the  applicability  to  building  purposes  of  the 
land  adjoining  the  appellants*  property,  or  the  rent  which 
a  lessee  of  it  for  a  long  term  of  years,  for  such  purposes, 
would  give,  is  to  be  taken  into  account.  The  respond- 
ents admit  that  the  true   criterion  is  the  rent  which  a 
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tenant  firom  year  to  year  would  give  for   the  lands.        I860. 

[ff^himan  J.      Suppose  that  the  whole  of  the  lands     The  Quksn 

were  covered  with  buildings   which  produced  a  great   qlamoroah- 

iDcrease  of  rental.     Might  the  parish  take  the  increase 

into  account?]     Tes;   so  far  as  the  value  of  the  land 

was  enhanced  to  a  tenant  from  year  to  year,  by  being 

built  upon.      [Cockbum  C.  J.     If  your  contention  is 

right,  the  Company  are  exposed  to  great  hardship,  being 

rateable  on  the  improved  value  of  the  land  adjoining 

the  canal,  but  without  the  power  of  increasing  the  value 

of  their  own  land.]     The  hardship,  if  any,  results  from 

the  bargain   made  by  the  Company  with  the  parish ; 

which  is  embodied  in  and  must  be  collected  from  the 

Act  of  Parliament.    Moreover,  the  land  taken  by  the 

Company  is  taken  out  of  the  hands  of  the  parish. 


BaoiUf  H.  Giffard  and  G.  B.  Hughes^  for  the  appel- 
lants The  rate  is  excessive.  Even  assuming  that  the  ap- 
pellants are  rateable,  under  the  67  th  section  of  their  Act, 
m  the  same  proportion  as  the  lands  and  grounds  lying 
Dear  the  canal  were  rated  at  the  time  of  making  the 
nUe^  so  much  of  the  adjacent  lands  and  grounds  as  were 
at  that  time  covered  with  wharfe  and  buildings  are  not 
<<  lands'*  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act,  which  must 
lefer  to  lands  used  merely  as  such.  If  the  Court  adopt 
the  opposite  construction  of  the  enactment,  the  clause, 
which  was  intended  to  protect  the  canal  Company 
fiom  an  excessive  impost,  will,  as  has  been  pointed  out 
by  Coekbum  C.  J.,  become  the  means  of  inflicting  upon 
them  an  increased  burthen.  The  first  lands,  left  in 
their  natural  state,  which  are  reached,  after  leaving  the 
canal,  are  the  lands  the  rateable  value  of  which  is  to  be 
con^ered  for  the  purpose  of  rating  the  canal.     [^Cock- 
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I860.        ^^^^  ^*  J-     Iq  course  of  time  the  whole  of  the  lands 

The  QjjMEH    adjacent  to  the  canal   will  probably  be  covered  with 

Glimoboah-   'buildings.]     If  so,  the  first  uncovered  land,  beyond  the 

Canal  bui'dings,  would  then  become  the  ''lands"  "lying  near" 
Company,  the  canal,  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  [CocUnarm 
C.  J.  That  would  strain  the  language  of  the  Legislature 
very  much.]  Regina  v.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal 
Company  (a)  is  strongly  in  point  to  shew  that,  even  if 
the  rateable  value  of  the  land  immediately  adjoining  the 
canal  is  to  be  taken  as  the  criterion  of  the  rateability  of 
the  canal,  that  rateable  value  is  the  rent  which  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  would  give  for  such  land  in  its  natural 
state ;  not  that  which  a  lessee  of  it  for  building  purposes 
would  give.  That  case  was  decided  on  the  authority  of 
Rex  V.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company  (6),  in 
which  Lord  EUenborough  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment,  said, 
"The"  "Act  directs  that  the  Company  shall  be  rated 
for  and  in  respect  of  their  lands  in  the  same  proportion 
as  other  lands  near  the  same,  and  as  the  same  would  be 
rateable  in  case  they  were  the  property  of  individuals 
in  their  natural  capacity,  by  which  I  understand  that 
they  are  to  be  rated  as  other  lands  would  be  supposing 
them  not  to  be  applied  to  the  purposes  of  the  canal,  but 
to  have  remained  in  the  hands  of  individual  farmers  for 
the  ordinary  purposes  of  agriculture,  and  not  posses^ng 
any  artificial  value."  And  Abbott  J.  thus  explained  the 
reason  for  the  legislative  protection  of  the  canal  Com- 
pany. "This  was  a  scheme  which  might  be  wholly 
unproductive.  We  have  all  seen,  in  passing  through 
the  country,  many  instances  in  which  similar  underta- 
kings have  failed,  either  from   want  of  water  or  from 

(fl)  7  Weekly  R.  597.  (A)  1  B.  #  Aid.  289.  293.  295. 
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tchai^  in  the  circnmstances  of  the  country  through 
which  the  proposed  line  of  canal  was  to  have  passed,  ' 
aod  the  Legislature,   therefore,    might   not   think  it 
ifflproper  to  insert  a  clause  in  a  canal  Act,  the  effect  of 
which  would  be,  that  if  the  canal  were  not  perfected, 
still  the  parishes  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  benefit 
of  the  land  which  before  that   time  paid  rates  to  the 
poor,  and  that  if  the  canal  were  perfected,   then  the 
Company  should  be  rated  for  it  as  land,  at  the  rate  at 
which  the  land  was  estimated  before,  when  it  was  only 
subject  to  tillage.'*     Moreover,  The  Parochial  Assess- 
ment Act,  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  96.  s.  1.,  requires  poor  rates 
to  be  made  upon  an  estimate  of  the  net  annual  value  of 
the  several  hereditaments  rated  thereto,  that  is  to  say,  of 
the  rent  at  which  the  same  might  reasonably  be  expected 
to  let  from  year  to  year,  free  of  certain  deductions. 
Now,  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  would  not  take  land 
fixr  building  purposes,  but  only  for  use  as  land. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 


1860. 


The  QuESN 

V. 

Glamobgan- 

PHIEX 

Caoal 
Company. 


CocKBUBN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court 

hi  this  case  the  question  turns  upon  the  effect  of  a 
dause  in  a  canal  Act,  whereby  the  proprietors  are  pro- 
tected against  being  rated  in  respect  of  the  increased 
nlue  of  the  land  occupied  by  the  canal,  by  reason  of 
its  being  so  occupied,  by  a  provision  that  the  Company 
dttll  berated  **  in  the  same  proportion  as  other  lands  and 
grounds  lying  neat  the  same  are  or  shall  be  rated."  A 
^te  of  things  has  arisen  which  evidently  is  very  diffe- 
rent from  that  contemplated  by  the  Legislature  at  the 
time  the  Act  passed.  The  object  of  the  enactment  was 
to  give  immunity  to  the  canal  Company  against  being 
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1860. 


The  QuKXH 

V. 

Glamosoak- 

Cuial 
Company. 


rated  in  respect  of  the  increased  value  of  the  land,  te« 
suiting  from  its  occupation  as  a  canal^  as  distinguished 
from  its  previous  value,  as  used  for  agricultural  purposes. 
But,  in  the  new  state  of  things  which  has  arisen,  the 
adjoining  land,  instead  of  being  of  inferior,  has,  by  its 
being  used  as  wharfs  and  its  application  to  building 
purposes,  become  of  greater  value. than  the  soil  occupied 
by  the  canal.  A  provision  which  was  intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  canal  Company  has  thus  become  the 
means  of  casting  an  additional  burden  upon  them,  and 
entails  on  them  a  considerable  hardship.  Nevertheleai^ 
we  are  of  opinion  that  full  effect  must  be  given  to  the 
enactment  Its  language  being  clear  and  precise,  it  is 
not  competent  to  us  to  modify  its  provisions,  in  order  to 
meet  a  state  of  things  which,  if  it  could  have  been,  con* 
templated  by  the  Legislature  at  the  time  of  passing  the 
Act,  would  probably  have  been  provided  against.  Relief 
in  such  a  case  can  only  be  sought  at  the  hands  of  the 
Legislature,  whose  province  we  should  be  usurping  if  we 
were  to  put  a  construction  on  the  Act  different  from 
what  its  terms  warrant,  in  order  to  meet  the  equity  of 
the  case.  We  have  no  hesitation,  therefore,  in  rejecting 
the  proposed  construction,  that  we  are  to  consider,  not 
what  is  the  rateable  value  of  the  land  immediately 
adjoining  the  canal,  but  that  of  the  nearest  agricultural 
land,  no  matter  how  far  removed,  in  order  to  give  effect 
to  what  the  Legislature  had  in  view  in  passing  this 
clause.  The  enactment  is  clear  and  unambiguous,  that 
the  lands  occupied  by  the  Company  shall  be  rated  in 
the  same  proportion  as  the  adjoining  lands.  The  Coart 
cannot  construe  the  enactment  differently  because  the 
relative  value  of  the  land  occupied  by  the  canal  and  of 
the  adjoining  land  have  become  changed.     But  a  new 
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difficult  presents  itself^  from  the  circamstance  that  the  1860. 
adjoining  lands  are  no  longer  rateable  simply  as  land.  The  Qubbh 
They  have  become  in  many  instances  covered  with  build-  Glamorgan- 
iogs  of  a  valuable  description,  and  the  value  of  the  land  Cuial 
becomes,  as  it  were,  merged  in  that  of  the  buildings  by  ^i°P^7* 
which  it  is  covered.  It  is  possible,  however,  to  ascertain 
the  value  of  the  land  as  applicable  and  subservient  to 
bulding  purposes^  as  distinguished  from  the  joint  value 
of  land  and  buildings ;  but  here  a  new  difficulty  presents 
it8el£  By  The  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  property  is  to 
be  rated  according  to  the  rent  which  a  tenant  from  year 
to  year  might  be  expected  to  give  for  it  Now  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  would  not  give  for  the  land  in  question 
a  rent  equivalent  to  its  value  for  building  purposes;  it  is 
only  in  the  hands  of  a  lessee  with  a  long  tton  that  the  land 
would  have  this  larger  value.  For  this  reason  this  Court, 
then  consisting  of  my  Lord  Campbell  and  Erie  J.,  in  the 
meotBeginav.  The  Grand  Junction  Canal  Company  {a), 
hdd,  on  a  provision  similar  to  the  present,  that  land 
oecopied  by  a  canal  Company  was  not  liable  to  be 
lated  otherwise  than  as  agricultural  land,  notwithstanding 
that  the  adjoining  land  was  occupied  as  land  covered 
with  buildings.  We  cannot,  upon  consideration,  bring 
ouraelves  to  acquiesce  in  the  propriety  of  that  decision. 
lUppears  to  us  that,  in  applying  The  Parochial  Assess- 
ment Act  to  such  a  case  as  the  present,  the  criterion  is 
not  what  a  tenant  from  year  to  year  would  give  for  the 
land  to  be  rated,  that  is,  the  land  occupied  by  the  canal 
Company,  but  what  such  a  tenant  would  give  for  the 
adjoining  land,  according  to  the  rating  of  which  the 
Und  in  question  is,  by  the  provision  of  the  enactment 
which  we  are  called  upon  to  construe,  to  be  rated.  Now 
(a)  7  W€ikly  R,  697. 
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1860.  ^^^  adjoining  land,  being  built  upon^  is  worth  so  much  to 

TheQuMK  *  tenant  from  year  to  year,  as  land  built  upon.     In  the 

▼.  yearly  rent  paid  for  a  building,  a  certain  proportion  of 

8BISB  the  rent  must  be  taken  as  paid  in  respect  of  the  land 

Canal  ^  *^  . 

Compaoj.     occupied  by  the  building.    That  proportion,  larger,  no 
doubt,  than  the  value  of  the  land  if  not  applied  to 
building  purposes,  is  capable  of  being  ascertained.      It 
is,  in  our  opinion,  the  rateable  value  of  the  adjoinii^ 
land,  and  should  be  taken  to  be  the  proportion  in  which 
the  lands  and  grounds  lying  near  the  canal  in  question 
are  rated,  within  the  67  th  section  of  this  Act  of  Par- 
liament; and,  consequently,  as  the  proportion  in  which 
the  land  occupied  by  the  canal  is  to  be  rated.     To  rate 
the  latter  according  to  what  a  tenant  from  year  would 
give  for  it,  inde[fendently  of  what  such  a  tenant  woold 
give  for  the  adjoining  land,  is,  as  it  seems  to  us,  to  rate 
it  independently  of  the  rating  of  the  adjoining  land;  in 
other  words,  to  give  no  effect  to  ihe  provision  of  the 
section  according  to  which  the  rating  is  to  be  made.   We 
hold,  on  these  grounds,  that  the  position  taken  by  the 
argument  of  the  appellants,  that  the  whole  of  the  land 
in  question  ought  to  be  rated  as  mere    land,  is  not 
tenable,  as  relates  to  the  adjoining  land  when  built  upon 
or  made  into   wharfs.     But  as,   where  the  adjoinii^ 
land  has  not  been  applied  to  such  purposes,  it  must  be 
treated  as  land  under  The  Parochial  Assessment  Ac^ 
and  cannot  therefore  be  rated  as  land  applicable  to 
building  purposes,  at  all  events  beyond  what  a  tenant 
from  year  to  year  would  give  for  it  for  such  a  purpose,' 
it  appears  to  us  that  the  true  principle  on  which  the 
rate  should  be   made  is,  that  the    land  covered  with 
buildings,  valued  as  we  have  already  pointed  out,  should 
be  brought  into  hotchpot  with  the  land  of  the  other 
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deflcriptioo,  in  eaeh  particular  parish ;  and  that  the  land  i860, 

occapied  by  the  canal  should  be  rated  according  to  the  xhe  Quikw 

aggregate  value  of  the  whole.     This  can,  of  course,  be  qj^„]^*^q^. 

at  best  but  a  rough  estimate;  but  it  appears  to  us  to  be  shim 

the  only  means  of  giving  effect  to  the  provisions  of  the  Company, 
larious  Acts  of  Parliament.     The  rate  must  therefore 
be  amended  accordingly. 

Bate  to  be  amended. 


Friday^ 

Blech  against  Balleras  and  Others.  "s^^^ 

July  7th.' 

DECLARATION.    That,  before  and  at  the  time  of  PiaintiH 
the  making  the  agreement  hereinafter  mentionedj  ter^f 

steamer, 
agreed  with 
ddendintfl  to  take  out  some  ensines  in  her  to  Barcelona^  it  being  known  to  both  parties 
tbit  the  engines  oonld  not  be  shipped  unless  some  alterations  were  made  in  her  natc^- 
vijs.    The  agreement  contained  the  following  conditions.    First :  that  plaintiff  should 
%  Uie  steamer  on  her  berth  at  Liverpool  for  Barcelona,    Secondly :  that  she  should  not  be 


freigjit  to  be  paid  at  Liverpool  on  delivery  of  bills  of  lading,  without  any  deduction  for 
aMerat  or  insurance.  Fifthly :  that  such  of  the  above  goc4s  as  weighed  above  20  cwt. 
Aoiild  be  nut  in  the  steamer,  stowed,  taken  out  and  landed  at  shipper's  risk  and  expense. 
Szxhlj :  tliat  the  said  goods  should  be  taken  out  of  the  steamer  as  soon  as  the  captain 
vu  ready  to  deliver  them,  in  five  days,  Sunday  excepted ;  and  20/.  sterling  demurrage 
to  be  paid  by  the  shipper  or  receiver  of  the  said  goods,  for  every  day  that  she  was 
detuned  over  and  above  fire  days.  Seventhly :  that  the  steamer  should  be  entered  in 
Aeioint  names  of  plaintiff  and  defendants,  so  that  the  latter  might  assist  to  get  cargo. 
Sj^thly :  that  any  surplus  of  freight  alK)ve  650/.  should  be  divided  between  plaintiff  and 
wndanta,  and  also  any  loss  which  might  result.  Ninthly :  that  the  said  steamer  should 
mantee  to  carry  480  tons  dead  weight,  besides  40  tons  of  coal  in  the  bunkers.  Tenthly : 
™  the  bills  of  iading  for  the  whole  cargo  of  the  sai<l  steamer  should  be  signed  at  the 
cAee  of  plaintiff.  Elerenthly :  that  the  steamer  should  be  consigned  at  Barcelona  to  the 
ftieodi  or  defendants,  paying  21.  commission  on  the  above  freight. 

The  steamer  was  put  on  her  berth  at  Lit^rpool,  and,  by  consent  of  her  owner,  the 
^«nis  in  her  hatchways  were  removed,  for  the  stowage  of  the  engines,  at  the  joint  expense 
of  (lahitiff  and  defendants.  The  engines,  which  exceeded  20  cwt.  in  weight,  were  then 
yqg^t  alongside ;  and  it  was  found,  before  ten  days  had  expired,  that  they  would  not  go 
W"*!!  the  hatchways,  notwithstanding  the  removal  of  the  beams.  The  consent  of  the  ship- 
''•wr  to  the  further  widening  of  the  natchways  was  thereupon  obtained?  on  condition  that 
^  ihip  should,  before  sailing,  bo  made  right,  to  tJ^e  satisfaction  of  Lloyd^  surveyor.    In 
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1860.       plaintiff  was  lawfully  possessed  of  a  certain  screw  steam- 

Blkch        vessel  called  The  William  France^  and  thereupon  after- 

Ballerab.     w^8  defendants  agreed  with  plaintiff  as  follows.    First: 

that  plaintiff  should  lay  the  steamer  William  France  onibB 

ooMeqnence  of  berth  in  Liverpool  for  Barcelona,  on  her  arrival  at  IxoeT' 

the  necessary 

delay  for  vool  from  London^  having  discharged  her  carga  Secondly: 

widening  the 

hatchwajrs  that  the  said  steamer  should  not  be  required  to  lie  on  her 
^eshipUiuB  berth  longer  than  ten  days.  Thirdly:  that  the  said 
OT  her  b«ih^  Steamer  should  make  the  voyage  from  Liverpool  to  Barce^ 
h^^^r  ^^^^  ^^^  ^®  ^"™P  ^"™  °^ ^^^^'*  plaintiff  to  pay  all  charges. 
'^?h!^*^**'^  Fourthly:  that  defendants  should  load  in  the  said 
havinff  steamer  two  engines  and  tenders  complete  for  240L, 

action,  on  the    freight  to  be  paid  at  Liverpool  on  delivery  of  bills  of 

second  clause  . 

of  the  agree-  lading,  without  any  deduction  for  interest  or  insurance. 

mirage  in  Fifthly :  that  such  of  the  above  goods  as  should  weigh 

d^^on^^  above   20  cwt  should   be   put   in   the  said   steamer, 

^I^^^Ji^^  stowed,  taken  out  and  landed  at  the  shipper's  risk  and 

her  b^  expense.     Sixthly :  that  the  said  goods  should  be  taken 

days:  Held,     out  of  the  said  Steamer,  as  soon  as  the  captain  should 
that  defend- 
ants were         be  ready  to  deliver  them,  in  five  days,  Sunday  excepted, 

dause,  it  being  and  20L  Sterling  demurrage   should  be  paid  by    the 

^dinde-         shippers  or  receivers  of  the  above  named  goods,  fiir 

Sy^pMrtner.     every  day  she  should  be  detained  over  and  above  five 

^ht-^-      ^*y^     Seventhly:    that    the  said  steamer  should   be 

snming  that      entered  oat  in  the  joint  names  of  plaintiff  and  defend- 

the  agreement  * 

constituted  a     ants,  SO  that  the  latter  might  assist  in  getting  cai]gow 

some  extent      Eighthly :  that  any  surplus  of  freight  above  650L  should 

parties  in  that   be  divided  between  defendants  and  plaintiff,  and  also 

'^^Kfjndge     ^^y  '^^  which  might  result.     Ninthly :  that  the  sud 

directed  the 

jnry  that,  by 

reason  of  the  6th  clause  of  the  agreement,  defendants  were  liable  for  any  detention  of  the 

ship  necessary  to  effect  such  alterations  in  her  as  would  enable  Uie  engines  to  be  put 

on  Doud  by  defendants.    Held  a  right  direction. 
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steamer  should  guarantee  to  carry  480  tons  dead  weight,  1860. 
besides  40  tons  of  coak  in  the  bunkers.  Tenthly:  that  blkch 
the  bills  of  lading  for  the  whole  cargo  of  the  said  g^J^^^g 
steamer  should  be  signed  at  the  office  of  plaintiff. 
Eleventhly :  that  the  said  steamer  should  be  consigned 
It  Bareehma  to  the  friends  of  defendants,  paying  2/.  per 
cent  commission  on  the  above  freight  Averment: 
that  plaintiff  did  accordingly  lay  the  said  steamer  on  the 
beith  in  Liverpool^  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said 
agreement.  Breach:  that  although,  before  suit,  all 
conditions  precedent  had  been  performed  and  fulfilled, 
and  everything  had  happened  and  been  done,  and  all 
times  had  elapsed,  necessary  to  entitle  plaintiff  to  a 
perfimnance  of  the  said  agreement  by  defendants,  and 
to  maintain  his  action  for  the  breach  thereof  thereinafter 
mentioned.  Yet  defendants  did  not  perform  the  said 
agreement  on  their  part,  and  did  require  the  said 
steamer  to  lie  on  her  berth  longer  than  ten  days ;  and 
accordingly  the  said  steamer  was  detained  by  defendants 
in  and  abont  the  loading  the  said  engines  and  tenders 
OQ  board  the  said  steamer  at  her  berth,  and  the  said 
ateamer  did,  on  that  account,  lie  on  her  berth  for  a 
longer  space  than  ten  days,  to  wit,  for  the  space  of 
twenty*three  days;  and  by  reason  of  the  premises 
plaintiff  had  been  put  to  and  incurred  divers  great  costs 
and  expenses,  &c. 

The  declaration  also  contained  counts  for  money  pay- 
able by  defendants  to  plaintiff  for  the  demurrage  of  a 
ibip  of  plaintiff  kept  on  demurrage  by  defendants,  and 
fcr  money  found  to  be  due  from  defendants  to  plaintiff 
on  an  account  stated  between  them. 

Pleas.  1.  To  first  count.  That  plaintiff  was  not  pos- 
ted of  the  said  vessel,  and  that  defendants  did  not 


Ballkrab. 


206  TBINITY  VACATION. 

I860.  agree  as  alleged.  2.  To  same.  That  plaintiff  did  not 
Qj^g^^  lay  the  said  steamer  on  the  berth  in  Liverpool  fcr 
Barcelona,  according  to  the  terms  of  the  said  agreement 
as  alleged.  3.  To  same.  That  defendants  did  not 
require  the  said  steamer  to  lie  on  her  berth  longer  than 
ten  days,  and  that  the  said  steamer  was  not  detained  by 
defendants  in  or  about  the  loading  the  said  engines  and 
tenders  on  board  the  said  steamer,  at  her  berth ;  and 
that  the  said  steamer  did  not,  on  that  account,  lie  on  her 
berth  for  a  longer  space  than  ten  days.  4.  To  same. 
That,  after  the  making  of  the  said  agreement,  and  before 
the  committing  of  any  breach  thereof  by  defendants,  and 
before  this  suit,  plaintiff  exonerated  and  discharged 
defendants  from  further  performance  of  the  said  agree- 
ment 5.  To  same.  That  plaintiff  and  defendants 
agreed  together  to  become  partners  in  a  speculation  d 
sending  the  said  steamer  to  Barcelona,  and  the  siud 
agreement  was  the  agreement  by  which  they  agreed 
upon  the  terms  of  the  said  partnership ;  and  defendants 
say  that  the  requiring  the  said  steamer  to  lie  on  her 
berth  longer  than  ten  days,  and  the  detaining  of  her  in 
and  about  the  loading  of  the  said  engines  and  tenders 
were  done,  not  by  defendants  alone,  but  by  defendants 
and  plaintiff  jointly.  6.  To  same.  That  plaintiff  and 
defendants  agreed  together  to  become  partners  in  a 
speculation  of  sending  the  said  steamer  to  BarcehmOf 
^d  that  the  agreement  in  the  first  count  mentioned  was 
the  agreement  by  which  they  agreed  upon  the  terms  of 
the  said  partnership ;  and  defendants  say  that  the  agree- 
ment on  the  part  of  defendants,  that  the  said  steamer 
should  not  be  required  to  lie  on  her  berth  longer  than 
ten  days,  and  that  defendants  should  load  in  the  said 
steamer  two  engines  and  tenders  complete,  and  that  such 
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of  the  said  goods  as  should  weigh  above  20  cwt.  should        1860. 

be  pot  in  the  said  steamer,  stowed,  taken  out  and  landed       blech 

at  the  shipper's  risk  and  expense,  was  made  by  defend-     balleras 

tDts,  not  with  plaintiflf  alone,  but  with  the  partnership 

firm,  consisting  of  plaintiff  and  defendants,  as  partners 

in  the  said  speculation ;  and  that  the  damages  sustained 

hj  reason  of  the  breaches  complained  of  formed  an  item 

in  the   partnership   accounts,   and   plaintiff's   interest 

therein  could  not  be  ascertained  without  winding  up 

the  partnership  accounts,  which  was  not  done  before 

suit.    7.  To  the  money  counts.  Never  indebted. 

Issues  on  all  the  pleas. 

At  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  Liverpool 
Spring  Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff, 
having  chartered  the  screw  steamer  fVilliam  France^ 
made  a  written  agreement  with  the  defendants  to  take 
oat  certain  engines  and  tenders  in  her  to  Barcelona. 
There  was  some  doubt  whether  the  engines  could  be  put 
on  board  through  the  hatchways ;  and  the  agreement  con- 
tained a  clause  that,  if  that  could  not  be  done,  the  agree- 
ment should  be  void  and  at  an  end.  After  some  discussion 
between  the  parties  with  reference  to  this  clause  and  to 
ooiain  alterations  in  the  ship  by  removing  some  beams 
in  the  hatchways,  which  it  was  anticipated  would  be 
necessary  in  order  to  get  the  engines  on  board,  and 
which  were  not  expected  to  be  great  or  to  occupy  much 
time,  the  agreement  was  cancelled,  and  a  fresh  agree- 
ment was  drawn  up,  being  the  agreement  declared  upon« 
The  steamer  was  then  placed  upon  the  berth  in  Liverpool. 
With  the  consent  of  her  owner,  the  beams  in  the  hatch- 
ways were  removed,  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  plaintiff 
tnd  the  defendants,  and  the  engines,  which  exceeded 
20  cwt.  in  weight,  and  so  came  within  the  provisions  of 


208  TRINITY  VACATION. 

1860.  clause  5  in  the  agreement,  were  brought  alongside.  It 
Blkch  ^as  then,  within  ten  days  of  the  steamer  having  been 
BALLKRA8.  P^^^ced  on  the  berth,  found  that,  notwithstanding  the 
removal  of  the  beams,  the  engines  would  not  go  down 
the  hatchways.  The  owner  was  thereupon  applied  to  for 
his  consent  to  having  the  hatchways  widened,  which  he 
gave,  on  condition  that  the  ship  should  be  made  right, 
before  she  sailed,  to  the  satisfaction  of  Lloyd%  surveyor. 
There  was  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  much  of  what 
ensued,  but  it  was  clear  that  the  ship  did  not  sail  till 
she  had  lain  on  her  berth  twenty-three  days,  and  that 
her  delay  there  beyond  the  stipulated  ten  days  was 
occasioned,  first,  by  cutting  the  hatchways  in  order  to 
get  the  engines  on  board,  and,  afterwards,  by  making  the 
ship  good,  to  the  satisfaction  of  Z/oycf s  surveyor. 

It  was  contended,  for  the  defendants,  that  they  were 
not  liable,  on  the  ground  that  the  agreement  consti- 
tuted a  partnership  between  them  and  the  plaintiff. 

The  learned  Judge  overruled  this  objection,  but  gave 
the  defendants  leave  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit  He 
also  directed  the  jury  that  the  defendants  had,  by  the 
£th  clause  of  the  agreement,  undertaken  that  the  en- 
gines should  be  put  on  board  at  their  risk  and  expense, 
without  any  saving  clause  to  protect  them  in  the  event 
of  that  proving  to  be  difficult;  and  that,  therefore, 
any  detention  of  the  ship  occasioned  by  alterations 
necessary  to  enable  the  engines  to  be  put  on  board  was 
detention  by  the  defendants. 

The  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  thirteen  days* 
detention  of  the  ship,  at  20/.  a  day,  making  260iL 

Mihoardy  in  last  Easter  Term,  obtained  a  rule  calling 
upon  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict  should 
not  be  set  aside  and  a  nonsuit  entered  instea  d  thereof 


V. 

Ballebai, 
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oothe  ground  of  the  plaintiff  being  unable  to  sue  at  i860, 
liw  on  the  agreement ;  or  why  a  new  trial  should  not  blech 
be  had,  on  the  ground  of  the  misdirection  of  the  learned 
Judge  in  holding  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for  any 
delay  of  the  ship  caused  during  the  alterations  needful 
to  take  the  engines  on  board. 

MdUih  shewed  cause  (a).  Both  points  depend  upon 
the  construction  of  the  agreement  upon  which  the 
tction  is  brought.  As  to  the  first,  the  question  is,  does 
or  does  not  the  agreement,  properly  construed,  consti- 
tute a  partnership  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defend- 
aotB?  Now,  the  agreement  is  very  inaccurately  drawn : 
and  although  the  8th  clause,  stipulating  that,  in  addi- 
tion to  any  surplus  of  freight,  '<  any  loss  which  may 
Ksnlt**  is  to  be  divided  between  the  parties,  looks  at  first 
B^t  as  if  the  intention  was  to  create  a  partnership, 
tbe  sabstance  of  the  agreement  leads  to  the  opposite 
eoDclosion.  The  plaintiff  was  the  charterer  of  the  ship, 
and  tbe  defendants  had  two  engines  and  tenders  which 
they  wanted  to  send  out  in  her  to  Barcelona.  These 
not  being  sufficient  to  load  the  ship  completely,  it  was 
necessary  that  an  arrangement  should  be  made  for 
getting  other  goods  in  order  to  complete  her  cargo. 
The  agreement  now  in  question  was  entered  into  in 
fiirtherance  of  that  object.  By  it  650/.  was  fixed  as 
die  whole  sum  which  the  plaintiff  ought  to  receive  for 
letting  the  whole  of  the  ship.     Out  of  this  the  defend- 

(<)  Tridmf,  Jwm  22Dd,  before  Wightman,  CrompUm,  Hill  and  Black- 
^  Jf. ;  of  wliom  Wiffhtman  and  Blackburn  Js.  heard  the  whole  of  the 
*ipnM&t,  Orompton  and  Hill  Js.  different  parts  of  it.  See  the  judgment, 
P«t,  p.  219. 

VOL.  III.  p  E.   &  £. 
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I860.  ants  were  to  pay  240il  as  freight  for  the  engines  and 
Blboh  tenders,  leaving  410i  to  be  obtained  as  freight  for  other 
goods.  Both  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants  were  to 
endeavour  to  procure  such  further  goods.  It  was  not 
expected  that  more  could  be  procured  than  would  make 
up  the  whole  freight  receivable  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
650L  ;  but,  in  order  to  meet  every  contingency,  the  8th 
clause  was  inserted,  by  which,  on  the  one  hand,  any 
excess,  and,  on  the  other,  any  deficiency,  upon  that  sum 
(after  crediting  the  defendants  with  240iL),  was  to  be 
divided  between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants.  It  is 
to  this  possible  deficiency  that  the  words  **  any  loss 
which  may  result''  refer.  Throughout  the  agreement 
no  trace  of  an  intention  by  the  parties  to  share  the 
profit  and  loss  of  the  whole  adventure,  in  addition  to 
that  upon  the  freight,  can  be  discovered.  On  the  con^ 
trary,  the  3rd  clause  provides  that  the  plaintiff,  receiving 
the  lump  sum  of  650JL,  is  to  pay  all  charges.  If  there 
was  a  partnership  at  all,  it  was  limited  to  a  partnership 
in  the  freight,  and  the  2nd  clause  in  the  agreement,  for 
the  breach  of  which  the  action  was  brought,  is  wholly 
collateral  to  and  independent  of  any  such  partnership ; 
the  damages  arising  from  such  breach  being  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  exclusively,  and  not  being  matters  to  be 
brought  into  the  joint  account  of  profit  and  loss.  The 
only  ground,  therefore,  on  which  Courts  of  law  have 
held  that  one  partner  cannot  sue  another,  namely,  that 
they  possess  no  machinery  for  taking  an  account  between 
the  parties,  is  inapplicable  to  the  present  case.  In  the 
notes  to  Waugh  v.  Carver  {a)  the  test  for  ascertaining 

(a)  1  SmUKs  L,  C.  833  (ed.  6.) 
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whether  an  actual  partnership  exists    is    thus  stated.        I860. 

Partnership  is  either  actual  or  nominal.  Actual  blbch 
partnership  takes  place  when  two  or  more  persons  BAT^iBi 
agree  to  combine  property,  or  labour,  or  both, 
in  a  common  undertaking,  sharing  profit  and  loss. 
'I  have  always,'  says  Tindal  C.  J.,  in  Green  v. 
Beesky,  2  B.  N.  C.  112,  'understood  the  definition  of 
partnership  to  be  a  mutual  participation  in  profit  or  loss.* 
fiut  with  respect  to  third  persons,  an  actual  partnership 
ma;  subaiflt  where  there  is  a  participation  in  the  pro/its, 
eren  though  the  participant  may  have  most  expressly 
stipulated  against  the  usual  incidents  to  that  relation." 
lo  Dixon  V.  Cooper  (a),  which  was  an  action  for  not 
accepting  300  quarters  of  wheat,  a  factor  for  the  plaintiflV 
who  made  the  contract  with  the  defendant,  and  was  to 
have  Is.  in  the  pound  for  selling  the  wheat,  was  the  only 
witness  at  the  trial  who  proved  the  contract.  It  being 
objected  that  he  was  not  a  competent  witness,  as  being 
interested,  the  point  was  reserved  for  the  opinion  of  the 
Court:  and  it  was  held  that  he  was  a  good  witness, 
heingy  as  a  &ctor,  concerned  both  for  the  vendor  and 
vendee  as  a  mere  go-between,  and  so  a  good  witness  for 
either  of  them.  [Wightman  3.  That  case  is  scarcely 
in  point]  In  Dry  v.  Boswell  (b)  an  agreement  between 
A^  the  sole  owner  of  a  lighter,  and  i?.,  a  lighterman,  that 
B.  should  work  the  lighter,  and  in  consideration  thereof 
dumld  have  half  her  gross  earnings,  was  held  not  to 
constitute  a  partnership  between  them,   being  only  a 

node  of  paying  B.  for  his  labour. 
Secondly,  as  to  the  alleged  misdirection.   The  learned 

(a)  3  WiU.  40.  (h)  1  Campb.  329. 

p  2 
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1860.  Judge  properly  directed  the  jury  that  the  fifth  clause  of 
Blech  ^^®  agreement  imposed  upon  the  defendants  the  absoUite 
Ballebas.  responsibility  of  shipping  the  engines  at  their  own  risk 
and  expense,  and  that  they  were  therefore  liable  for  any 
delay,  however  caused,  in  the  process  of  shipment  They 
have  detained  the  ship  for  their  own  exclusive  purposes, 
beyond  the  stipulated  ten  days,  and  must  therefore  pay. 
for  the  detention. 

Milward  and  Cromptan  Hutton^  in  support  of  the 
rule.  First:  the  agreement  constituted  a  partnership 
between  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants.  The  trans- 
action amounted  to  this :  the  plaintiff,  being,  pro  hie 
vice,  the  owner  of  the  steamer,  and  capable  of  letting 
her  for  any  purpose,  says  to  the  defendants,  ''  You  have 
a  house  at  Barcelona^  and  you  want  to  send  your  engines 
and  tenders  out  there ;  I  am  willing  to  join  you  in  the 
speculation  of  sending  them  in  my  ship."  The  defend- 
ants accept  this  offer,  and  the  agreement  is  entered  into, 
by  which  the  plaintiff  is  to  be  paid  by  the  partnership 
a  lump  sum  of  650/.  for  bringing  the  ship  into  the 
adventure,  upon  the  condition  that  the  profit  or  loss  of 
the  adventure  beyond  or  below  that  sum  is  to  be  shared 
equally  between  the  partners.  The  stipulation  that  the 
plaintiff  was  to  pay  all  charges  meant  no  more  than  that 
he  was  to  contribute  to  the  partnership  the  sailing  ex- 
penses as  so  much  capital.  In  an  action  against  third  per- 
sons for  not  shipping  goods  on  the  steamer,  supposing  them 
to  have  contracted  to  ship  them,  the  plaintiff  must  have 
joined  the  defendants  as  co-plaintifis,  or  he  would  have 
been  nonsuited.  [Wighiman  J.  Suppose  that  goods 
had  been  shipped,  the  freight  of  which  would,  with  the 


^ 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  213 

UOl  paid  bj  the  defendants,  have  amounted  to  exactly        I860. 
650i    Id   that  case   the  defendants  would   have   bad        bleoh 
nothing  farther  to  pay  or  to  receive.]     It  may  happen,  in      ballkbab. 
any  partnership,  that   the  outgoings  exactly  equal  the 
incomings ;  but  such  a  state  of  things  does  not  affect 
the  nature  of  the  partnership.     Moreover,  the  240/.  to 
be  paid  at  Liverpool  by  the  defendants  is  a  partnership 
item  paid   by  them    in    advance;    they   would   have 
been  entitled  to  a  return  of  it  had  the  ship  not  performed 
the  voyage ;  and  the  plaintiff,  being  their  partner,  could 
not  have  sued  them   for  it  if  unpaid.      [Crompton  J. 
Supposing  the  right  construction  of  the  second  clause 
to  be,  that  the  defendants  should  not  require  the  ship  to 
remain  on  the  berth  more  than  ten  days,  how  can  the 
damages  arising  from  her  detention  beyond  that  time  be 
a  partnership  item?]     The  money  paid  by  the  defend-  , 
ants  on  that  score  would  go  into  the  general  accounts  of 
the  partnership.  The  right  construction,  however,  is  that 
the  partnership  shall  not  require  the  detention,     [fi/ac^- 
litrn  J.     To  whom  do  you  say  that  the  240/.  was  payable 
under  the  4th   clause?]     To   the   partnership.      The 
agreement  was,  in  effect,  that  the  plaintiff  should  con- 
tribute the  ship,  not  to  the  defendants  alone,  but  to  the 
partnership ;  and  the  defendants  were  to  pay  the  240/. 
to  the  partnership,  as   an  equivalent  contribution   on 
their  part.     Clauses  7  and  8  relate  to  the  joint  manage- 
tneot  of  the  speculation  by  the  partnership.     By  clause 
t|ihe  plaintiff,  who  must  be  meant  by  '*  the  steamer,^  gua- 
rantees to  the  partnership  that  the  steamer  is  of  a  certain 
capacity.    Clause  10  makes  the  plaintiff's  office  the  office 
of  the  partnership,  for  carrying   out   the  speculation. 
Clause  11,  by  which  the  steamer  is  to  be  consigned  at 
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23'  ^^gob  o(  the  defendants,  shews  that 

p  ^^^        Af**^^  ^  ffbo^  ^  ^'^'^  ^^®  agreement  directly 

_  A"«*i^  i^  [^"^  ^oftbem,  when  that  was  their  intention. 

M^    la  ^^    ^  /earned  Judge  misdirected  the  jury,  in 
^**'**^  ^\^  the  defendants  were  liable  for  every  delay  in 
^'nning  ^  ^^P^^h  however  occasioned ;  for  it  was  no 
^  ^tbe  duty  or  obligation  of  the  defendants  to  make 
jfgrMtions  in  the  ship,  which  did  not  belong  to  them^ 
^  tf  to  fit  her  to  receive  their  goods.     In  the  case  of  an 
binary  contract  for  the  carriage  of  goods  in  a  ship, 
it  JB  the  duty  of  the  shipowner  to  have  the  ship  in  a 
fit  condition  for  taking  them  on  board.     The  shipper 
brings  the  goods  to  the  quay,  and  the  shipowner  takes 
them    on  board    from   there.     He   is  responsible  for 
risks  of  stowage,  the  sufficiency  of  tackle,  and  so  forth. 
The  5th  clause  of  the  agreement  modified  this  responsi- 
bility, which  would  otherwise  have  fully  devolved  upon 
the  plaintifi^,  to  thb  extent,  that  all  goods  exceeding 
20  cwt  in  weight  were  to  be  put  on  board  and  stowed 
by  the  defendants.     But  that  clause  did  not  require  the 
defendants  to  make  alterations  in  the  ship,  in  order  to 
fit  her  for  receiving  the  goods  when  brought  on  board; 
nor  did  it  relieve  the  plaintiff  from  his  implied  promise 
that  the  ship  was  fit  for  their  reception.     Lord  Ellens 
borough  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  this  Court 
in  Lyon  v.  Melh{a\  said,  ''In  every  contract  for  the 
carriage  of  goods  between  a  person  holding  himself  forth 
as  the  owner  of  a  lighter  or  vessel  ready  to  carry  goods 
for  hire,  and  the  person  putting  goods  on   board  or 
employing  his  vessel  or  lighter  for  that  purpose,  it  is  a 

(a)  5£'<M^428.437. 
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tenxi  of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  carrier  or  i860. 
lighterman,  impUed  hy  law,  that  his  vessel  is  tight  and  Blkgr 
fit  for  the  purpose  or  employment  for  which  he  offers 
and  holds  it  forth  to  the  public :  it  is  the  very  foundation 
and  immediate  substratum  of  the  contract  that  it  is  so : 
the  law  presumes  a  promise  to  that  effect  on  the  part  of 
the  carrier  without  any  actual  proof;  and  every  reason 
of  sound  policy  and  public  convenience  requires  it 
shoold  be  so."  As  the  ship,  here,  required  alteration, 
before  she  could  stow  the  engines,  the  plaintiff  comr 
nitted  a  breach  of  this  implied  promise,  and  he,  not  the 
defendants,  was  responsible  for  the  consequent  delay. 
[Wightman  J.  The  bargain  was  that  the  defendants 
were  to  stow  the  engines.  It  turned  out  that  they  could 
Dot  be  stowed  unless  the  ship  was  altered.  Both  parties 
bew,  before  the  agreement  was  made,  that  some  altera- 
tion won|^  be  requisite.]  Had  it  been  intended  that 
die  defendants  were  to  make  the  alterations,  there  would 
b8?e  been  an  express  stipulation  in  the  agreement  to 
that  effect. 

MeKsh  was  heard  in  reply  on  the  point  as  to  the 
vuidirection. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU, 

Blackbubn  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
CoQrL 

This  was  a  case  tried  before  me  at  the  last  Liverpool 
Aarizes.  The  plaintiff  Blech  was  charterer  of  the  steam 
abip  WUHam  France  for  six  months.  The  plaintiff  had 
made  an  agreement  in  writing  with  the  defendants  to 
carry  in  the  ship  some  engines  and  tenders  to  Barcelona. 
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I860.       I"  ^^^^  agreement  was  contained  a  clause  that,  if  the 

Bleoh       engines  could  not  go  through  the  hatchways,  the  agree- 

-    ^*  ment  was  to  be  void.     Some  discussion  arose  between 

ilALLERAB. 

the  plaintiff  and  defendants  as  to  this  agreement,  firom 
which  it  appears  that  it  was  known  to  both  parties  that 
it  was  doubtful  whether  the  engines  could  be  got  on 
board  without  making  some  alterations  in  the  ship ;  but 
that  it  was  anticipated  that  the  necessary  alterations 
would  consist  in  removing  some  beams,  and  would  not 
be  great,  or  occupy  much  time.  The  result  of  these 
negociations  was,  that  the  former  agreement  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendants  was  cancelled  and  a  fresh 
agreement  in  writing  drawn  up,  on  the  construction  of 
which  the  present  cause  depends.  It  was  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms:  '^The  following  conditions  have  this  day, 
5th  December,  1859,  been  agreed  upon  between  Messrs. 
BallercLS  ff  Co.,  of  Liverpool,  and  Messrs.  Bkch  jr  Co^ 
the  charterers  of  the  screw  steamer  fVilliam  France,  ako 
of  Liverpool  1st.  That  Messrs.  Blech  ^  Co.  should 
lay  the  steamer  William  France  on  the  berth  in  Zmr- 
pool,  for  Barcelona,  on  her  arrival  here  from  London^ 
after  having  discharged  her  cargo.  2nd.  The  sud 
steamer  should  not  be  required  to  lie  on  her  berth 
longer  than  ten  days.  3rd.  That  she  should  make  the 
voyage  from  here  to  Barcelona  for  the  lump  sum  of 
650/.,  charterers  to  pay  all  charges.  4th.  That  Messrs. 
Balleras  should  load  in  the  steamer  two  engines  and 
tenders  complete,  for  240/. :  freight  to  be  paid  here,  on 
delivery  of  bills  of  lading,  without  any  deduction  for 
interest  or  insurance.  5  th.  Such  of  the  above  goods 
that  weigh  above  20  cwt  shall  be  put  in  the  steamer, 
stowed,  taken  out  and  landed  at  the  shipper's  risk  and 
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expense.     6th.  The  said  goods  should  be  taken  out  of       i860. 
C  Be  steamer,  as  soon  as  the  captain  is  ready  to  deliver       blech 
^  lem,  in  five  days,  Sunday  excepted,  and  20/.  sterling     B^i^J^gaAs. 
c3emurrage  to  be  paid  by  the  shipper  or  receiver  of  the 
^».bove  named  goods,  for  every  day  she  is  detained  over 
4^nd  above  five  days.     7th.  That  the  steamer  should  be 
^^ntered  in  the  joint  names  of  Messrs.  Blech  ^  Co.  and 
^JBattgroM  Sf  Co.,  so  that  the  latter  may  assist  to  get  cargo. 
^Sth.  Any  surplos  of  freight  above  650/.  should  be  divided 
l:>6tween  Messrs.  BaUeras  ^  Co.  and  Blech  ^  Co.,  and 
flftlso  any  loss  which  may  result.     9th.  That   the  said 
steamer  should  guarantee  to  carry  480  tons  dead  weight, 
l^esides  40  tons  of  coal  in  the  bunkers.     10th.  The  bills 
of  lading  for  the  whole  cargo  of  the  said  steamer  to  be 
signed  at  the  office  of  Messrs.  Blech  ^  Co.     11th.  The 
steamer  to  be  consigned,  at  Barcelona,  to  the  friends  of 
Messrs.  Ballerasff  Co.,  paying  2  per  cent,  commission  on 
tlie  above  freight.''    The  action  was  brought,  on  the  2nd 
clause  of  the  agreement,  for  detaining  the  ship  longer 
than    ten   days.     One   point  made  at  the   trial   was 
that  the  agreement  was  a  partnership  agreement  on 
which  no  action  lay  at  law ;  and  leave  was  reserved 
to  enter  a  nonsuit  if  this  was  so.     The  defendants  also 
complain  of  misdirection ;  and  it  is  necessary  to  state  so 
much  of  the  evidence  as  will  explain  the  direction  com- 
plttned  o£     The  WilUam  France  arrived  at  Liverpool ; 
the  was  put  on  the  berth.     The  beams  in  the  hatchway 
^re,  by  consent  of  the  owner  of  The  William  France, 
vnnoved,  at  the  joint  expense  of  the  plaintifi^  and  de- 
fendants;   and   the   engines   were  brought   alongside. 
'Hiey  exceeded  20  cwt.,  so  as  to  come  within  the  pro- 
^aoDs  contained  in  the  5th  clause  of  the  agreement. 
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I860.  It  was  found  that,  notwithstanding  the  removal  of  the 
Bliot  beams,  the  engines  could  not  go  down  the  hatchway. 
Ballieeab.  ^^^  ^^  before  the  ten  days  had  expired.  The  consent 
of  the  owner  of  T/ie  William  France  was  given  to  widen 
the  hatchway,  so  as  to  let  the  engines  go  down  in  the 
hold;  but  he  made  it  a  condition  on  his  giving  his 
consent,  that  the  ship  should  be  made  right  before  die 
sailed,  to  the  satisfaction  of  Uoyd^s  surveyor.  There 
was  a  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  much  of  what  ensoed: 
but  it  was  clear  that  the  ship  did  not  sail  till  twenty- 
three  days  after  she  lay  upon  her  berth,  and  there  was 
evidence  on  which  the  jury  were  warranted  in  finding 
that  the  ship  was  detained  during  the  period  beyond 
the  ten  stipulated  days,  for  the  purpose,  first,  of  cutting 
the  hatchways  in  order  to  put  those  parts  of  the  engines 
which  exceeded  20  cwt.  into  the  ship,  and  afterwards 
for  the  purpose  of  making  good  the  ship  to  the  satisfac- 
tion ofLloycPs  surveyor.  The  jury  were  told  that  the 
shippers,  that  is  the  defendants,  had,  by  the  5th  clause 
of  the  agreement,  undertaken  that  these  parts  of  the 
engines  should  be  put  on  board  at  their  risk  and  ex- 
pense; without  any  saving  clause  to  protect  them,  in 
the  event  of  that  proving  to  be  diflBcult;  and  that,  there- 
fore, any  detention  of  the  ship  occasioned  by  alterations 
in  the  ship  necessary  to  eflect  this  was  detention  by  the 
defendants,  llie  jury  found  for  the  plaintiff  for  thir- 
teen days'  detention  at  20/.  a  day,  making  260L  A 
rule  nisi  has  been  obtained  to  enter  a  nonsuit  on  the 
point  reserved;  or  for  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  of 
misdirection  of  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  causey 
in  holding  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for  any  delay 
of  the  ship  caused  during  the  alterations  needful  to 
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take  the  engines  on  board.  The  case  was  argued  in  1860. 
the  Sittings  after  this  Term.  My  brother  Wightman  bleoh 
sod  I  heard  the  whole  of  the  argument  My  brother  balmrab. 
Crmptm  heard  that  portion  of  the  argument  which 
lehted  to  the  point  reserved ;  but  not  the  argument  as 
to  misdirecdcHi.  By  brother  Hill  heard  the  argument 
as  to  the  misdirection,  but  not  the  argument  as  to  the 
point  reserved.  Both  points  depend  upon  the  construc- 
tioQ  of  the  document  It  may  be  that  a  partnership 
to  acme  extent  is  constituted  by  the  agreement  as  to 
the  freight ;  but  we  think  that,  on  the  true  construction, 
the2Qd  clause  is  an  agreement  between  the  shippers 
(die  defendants)  and  the  plaintiff  (the  person  who  alone 
waa  interested  in  the  speedy  sailing  of  the  ship)  that 
the  plaintiff's  ship  should  not  be  required  by  the  defend- 
ants to  lie  on  her  berth  more  than  ten  days ;  and  that 
this  agreement  was  collateral  to  and  independent  of 
any  partnership  in  the  freight,  the  damage  arising  from 
any  breach  of  it  being  solely  to  the  plaintiff,  and  in  no 
^y  to  be  brought  into  the  account  of  profit  and  loss. 
If  that  be  so,  the  action  will  lie,  and  there  is  no  ground 
&r  eatering  a  nonsuit.  The  question  as  to  misdirection 
remuns  for  consideration.  It  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants  that  it  was  the  implied  agreement 
of  the  plaintiff,  as  furnishing  the  ship,  that  she  should 
be  made  fit  to  receive  on  board  the  engines ;  in  which 
<^  the  detention  was  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  that 
^Uch  the  plaintiff  had  engaged  to  supply,  and  could 
Oct  be  said  to  be  caused  by  the  defendants.  If  this 
^ttao  there  was  a  misdirection,  and  one  on  a  point 
going  to  the  whole  merits.  But  we  think  that  the 
Pvtiea,  knowing  that  there  was  a  doubt  as  to  whether 
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1860.  the  engines  would  go  oa  board,  and  that  there  might  be 
Blm  difficohy  and  expense  in  shipping  them,  have  agreed 
^'  that  the  shippers  dioold  take  on  themselves  all  the 

expense  and  risk  of  putting  tfaem  in  and  stowing  them. 
If  it  should  proTe  impossible  to  put  them  in  the  ship, 
the  defendants,  having  taken  upon  themselves  abso- 
lutely to  do  so,  must  pay  damages  for  not  fulfilling  their 
contract.  If  there  is  delay  or  expense  incurred  in 
fiilfiUing  it,  it  b  incurred  by  the  defendants.  We  think 
therefore  that  the  ruling  complained  of  was  right,  and 
the  rule  must  be  dischaiged  on  both  grounds. 

Rule  dischaiged. 


END  OF   TBINITT   YACATIOlf. 
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I860. 
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Ex  parte  The  Mayor  of  BiHBnNGHAM. 


The  Municipal  QIR    W.  ATHERTON,  Solicitor  General,  moved, 
Eef^^Artf  on   behalf  of   TTiomas  Lloyd,    the  Mayor  of  the 

c.  76.  s  57.  borough  of  Birmingham,  for  a  rule  calling  on  the  justices 
Semii"<»fbT  ^^  ^^®  peace  for  that  borough  to  show  cause  why  a 
the  time  being  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  permit 
him,  as  Mayor  for  the  time  being,  to  take  precedence 
and  to  preside  at  all  meetings  of  the  justices  to  be  held 
within  the  borough,  at  which  a  chairman  should  be 
required. 

The  affidavits  shewed  that  in  1839  a  separate  com- 
mission of  the  peace  was  granted  to  the  borough ;  that 
in  1859  the  justices  of  the  borough  refused  to  allow  the 
then  Mayor  to  preside  at  their  meetings ;  and  that,  in 
the  present  year,  they  had  refused  to  permit  the  applicant 
to  preside,  as  Mayor  for  the  time  being,  at  the  gaol 
sessions,  or  any  official  meetings  of  the  justices,  and 
another  magistrate  had  been  voted  to  the  chair. 


borough  shaill 
be  a  justice  of 
the  peace  of 
and  for  such 
boronghf  and 
shall  continiie 
to  be  such 
justice  of  the 
peace  during 
the  next  suc- 
ceeding year 
after  he  shall 
cease  to  be 
mayor ;" 
"  and  such 
major  shall, 
during  the 
time  of  his 
mayoralty, 
have  prece- 
dence in  all 
places  within 
the  borough/* 
Held,  that 
this  section 
refers  to  social, 
not  magis- 
terial, prece- 
dence; and 
therefore  does 
not  entitle  a 
mayor,  during 
his  mayoralty, 


The  Solicitor  General  for  his  rule.  The  question 
whether  the  Mayor  has  the  right  of  precedence  which 
he  claims,  turns  upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to 
The  Municipal  Corporations  Reform  Act,  5  &  6  JF.  4. 
c.  76.  *.   57.,  which  enacts   **  That  the  Mayor  for  the 


d*i!*^* ^A^    ^'"'^  being  of  every  borough  shall  be  a  justice  of  the 

preside  at  all 

nicetinge  of 

the  borough  justices,  held  in  the  borough,  at  which  a  chairman  is  required. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  223 

>eace  of  and  for  such  borough,  and  shall  continue  to  be        ISGO, 
mch  justice  of  the  peace  during  the  next  succeeding      ^    ^ 
year  after  he  shall  cease  to  be  Mayor  ;'*  "  and  such  Mayor    ^  Mayor  of 
fihall,  during  the  time  of  his  mayoralty,  have  precedence 
in  all  places  within  the  borough/'     Under  this  section 
the  Mayor  is  entitled  to  precedence  at  the  meetings  of 
the  justices  at  which  he  is  present  as  a  justice,  no  less 
than  in  all  other  places  at  which  he  is  present  while  he 
holds  his  oflSce.     There  is  nothing  in  the  language  of 
the  statute  to  limit  the  meaning  of  precedence  to  social 
precedence.     [  Wightman  J.     Is  there  any  authority  for 
theiasoing  of  a  mandamus  of  the  kind  you  ask  for?]  In 
Ex  parte  Famall  {a)  this  Court  made  absolute  a  rule  for 
amindamua  to  the  directors  and  guardians  of  the  parish 
of  St  MaryUbcne^  to  admit  the  applicant,  an  Inspector 
^inted   by  the  Poor  Law  Board,  to  attend  their 
iDeetings,  in  pursuance  of  stat.  10  &  11    Vict  d  109. 
'•20.(6).     [Wightman  J.     In  that  case  the  defendants 
W  prevented  the  applicant  from  performing  his  statutory 
&ty  to  attend  the  meetings.]     Sect.  57  of  The  Muni- 
cipil  Corporations  Reform  Act  imposes  upon  the  Mayor 
thedaty  of  presiding,  ex  officio,  over  the  borough  justices. 
[Vightman  J.    The  Mayor  may  have  had  no  previous 
experience  as  a  justice;  and  it  would  be  very  inconvenient 
if  in  inexperienced  person  had  the  right  to  preside  over 
<idien  better  qualified.] 

CocxauRN  C.  J.    There  can  be  no  rule.     We  think 

(a)  Kot  lepoited.  The  rule  nisi  was  obtained  on  22nd  May,  and  made 
*^>*te  on  11th  June,  1856,  no  canse  being  shewn. 

(6)  Which  enacts,  that  the  inspector  **  shall  be  entitled  to"  '<  attend 
*^Boaid  of  gnftrdians  and  eveiy  parochial  and  other  local  meeting 
^  for  the  reHef  of  the  poor,  and  to  take  part  in  the  proceedings,  but 
^^y^9X such  Board  or  meeting." 

Q  2 
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1860.        that  the  section  io  qoestioQ  of  the  Act  of  Pailiamea 
£x  pArte      applies  only  to  the  social,  not  to  the  magisterial, 
BiKMixoHAx.  dence  of  the  Mayor. 

WioHTMAN,  Hihis  and  Blackbork  Js.  concnrred. 

Rule  rel 


f^ridai^,  SCHLUMB£BQ£B  OgaitiSt  LlSTEB. 

iftlWAfttI  9th. 

[Reported,  2  E.  ^  E.  870.] 


Saturday.       The  Quee!^,  OH  the  Pfosecution  of  the  Guard/iu^"^"^ 
of  the  Poor  of  the  Steland  Union,  respondent  -^^ 
against  The  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  pari^-^ 
of  St.  Giles  in  the  Fields,  appellants. 

On  17th  On     /^  ASE  Stated  by  consent  and  by  Judge's  order,  und»-^^^ 
J.  r\  who  was  Stat.  12  &  13  Fiet.  c.  45.»  on  an  appeal  to  Sessioir^^ 

then  ei^teen 

Tears  old  and 

fiTing  nnemancipsited,  with  his  father,  T.  R.,  in  the  parish  of  J,  in  the  8.  Union,  y^^ ^ 

removed  as  a  lunatic  pauper  to  an  asylum,  where  he  had  since  continued.    At  that  tiv-^^ 

both  71  R.  and  J.  R.  haa  resided  in  A,  for  more  than  the  five  next  preceding  jes^B"^ 

T.  R.  continued  to  reside  there  tiU  lSr>7,  when  he  left,  and  had  not  since  letnmed. 

71  R.'b  settlement,  both  on  and  since  17th  October^  1854,  was  in  the  parish  of 
•71  R.  was  maintained  in  the  asylum  from  that  date,  at  the  cost  of  the  S.  union,  nnr:^*^ 
it  being  discovered  that  T,  R.  had  left  A^  an  order  of  justicea  was,  on  1 1th  October,  IBf^ 
made  under  stat.  16  &  17  Vict.  r.  97    s.  97.,  SA^judging  J,  R,  to  be  settled  in  O.,  ^te^ 
ordering  G.  to  pa^  the  preceding  twelve  months*  expenses  of  his  maintenance,  an^^  ' 
weekly  sum  for  his  future  support.    Sect.  XKfl  of  that  Act  provides  that  all  expei^c^ 
incurred  for  the  removal,  maintenance,  ^^  of  a  pauper  lunatic  removed  to  an  asyl^r"^ 
*'idio  would  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to  such  asylum*'  "have  been  exe- "K3 
from  removal  to  the  parish  of  his  settlement"  **  by  reason  of  some  provision  in'*  ^^ 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  60.,  '*  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the  oarish  wherein  such  lucm^ 
shjJl  have  acquire<l  such  exemption/'  "  and  where  such  parish  shidl  be  comprised  in    tu 
Union  the  same  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians,  and  be  charged  to  the  common  fiiB«i 
such  Union ;"  **  and  no  omer  shall  be  ma<ie  under  any  provision"  **  in  thia''  "  Act  on  tl 
parish  of  the  settlement  in  re«i>ect  of  any  such  lunatic  pauper." 

On  a  case  stated  for  this  Court  on  an  appeal  to  Seissions  by  G.  against  the  order 
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^D8t  an  order  of  removal^  dated  11th  October,  1859,        i860. 

by  which  James  Randall,  a  pauper  lunatic,  was  adjudged     The  Qubem 

to  be  settled  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles  in  the  Fields,  and    Overe^eers  of 

the  guardians  of  the  poor  of  that  parish  were  ordered     St.  Giles. 

^o    paj  ML  lOs.  Ud.  to  the  guardians  of  the  Strand 

Union,  being  the  amount  of  expenses  incurred  by  the  i859:  Held,' 

«tter  in  the  maintenance  of  the  lunatic  within  twelve  i6*&^i7  nc^. 

calendar  months  before  the   making  of  the  order;  and  appHed^i^ 

also   10*.   weekly   for  the    future  support  of  the  said  ^^^^^"^^ 

li^catic  in  an  asylum.  '  That  J,  R. 

"^  ,  was*  at  the 

On  17th  October,  1854,  the  said  James  Randall,  who  time  of  his 

^v'^s  then  eighteen  years  of  age,  and  living,  unemanci-  yejed  to  the 

P^ted,  with  his  father,   Thomas  Randall  (who  is  still  ^ptfo)m" 

^i^e)  in  the  parish  of  St.  Anne,  Westminster,  in  the  ^^^^l\f' 

^^rand  Union,  having  become  insane,  was  removed  to  fiff^o&^io" 

*fcc  county  lunatic  asylum,  under  the  authority  of  the  ^f^^-  ^-^ 

A^  iQ  that  behalf,  and  has  been  maintained  therein  ever  the  amending 
^  1  .         XT  .       ,  ,  8tatutell&12 

^tioe  as  a  pauper  lunatic     He  never  gamed  a  settlement   Fict,  c,  ill. 

'<)  his  own  right.     At  the  time  of  his  removal,  his  father  j^^ad  as  one: 

^nw  setded  in  the  parish  of  St.  Giles,  which  settlement  ^  th^ugr 

he  stiU  retains.    The  father  and  the  lunatic  son,  who  J^^^"^ 

M^ed  with  him  as  part  of  his  family,  had  each  resided  in  e^^ption 

^!(!.  Atm^a  parish  for  five  years  and  upwards  next  before 

I'Tth  October,  1854.     The  father  continued  to  reside  in 

^liat  parish  until  three  years  ago,  when  he  left  the  parish 

Without  any  intention  of  returning,  and  has  not  since 

t^etumed.     After  the  lunatic  had  been  sent  to  the  asylum, 

^iiid  down  to  16th    September,  1859,  his  maintenance 

'Was  charged  to  the  common  fund  of  the  Strand  Union; 

Imt  after  that  day,  on  which  it  was  discovered  that  his 

fiuher  had  left  St  Anne^s  parish,  the  costs  of  such  main- 

tenaoce  were,  as  to  the  twelve  months  preceding   the 

*aU  15th   September,   transferred  and  for  the   future 
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1860.       chaif;ed  to  the  parish  of  Sl  Anne.     On  llth  October^ 

The  QuKKH     1B59,  the  order  appealed  against  was  made,  under  stat. 

OrerJ^of    ^^  *  ^^   ^^  ^-  ^7.  *.  97.    The  part  of  the  expenses 

St.  Gilxs.     ordered  to  be  pwd,  which  was  incurred  between  I5th 

September  and  llth  October,  1859,  amounted  to  2L 

It  was  contended,  on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  that 
the  lunatic  was,  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to  the 
asylum,  exempt  from  removal  to  the  parish  of  his  settle- 
ment, by  reason  of  a  provision  in  stat  9  &  10  VieL  c.  66.; 
that,  under  stat.  16  &  17  Fict  c  97.  s.  102.,  the  order 
ought  not  to  have  been  made  and  that  the  lunatic  ought 
to  continue  to  be  maintained  in  the  asylum  out  of  the 
common  fund  of  the  Strand  Union ;  and  that,  if  any 
such  order  ought  to  have  been  made,  it  ought  not  to  have 
•  directed  the  payment  of  expenses  incurred  before  the 
date  of  it ;  or  at  all  events,  ought  not  to  have  directed 
the  payment  of  expenses  incurred  before  15th  SepUmier, 
1859. 

On  the  part  of  the  respondents  it  was  contended  that, 
if  the  lunatic  was  exempt  from  removal  as  alleged  by  the 
appellants,  he,  being,  as  the  respondents  contended,  un- 
emancipated  when  his  father  left  the  parish  of  St  Anmef 
and  having  no  other  settlement  than  that  of  his  &ther, 
ceased  to  be  exempt  from  removal  by  reason  <^  any 
provision  of  stat.  9  &  10  Vict.  e.  66. ;  and  that  the  order 
was  properly  made  in  its  terms,  upon  the  parish  wherein 
the  lunatic  was  settled. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were.  First, 
whether  any  order  could  be  lawfully  made  on  the  parish 
of  St.  Giles,  for  payment  of  expenses  for  the  mainte- 
nance, &C.  of  the  lunatic  in  the  asylum;  Secondly, 
whether,  assuming  such  an  order  might  have  been  made 
any  order  might  be  made  for  the  payment  of  past  ej 


XXIV,  VICTORIA.  227 

penses;  Thirdly^  whether  all  the  expenses  incurred  during        ]  860. 
the  twelve  months  next  before  the  order,  or  such  part     The  Qubut 
ooly  as  were  incurred  since  15th  September,  1859,  might    q^^^  ^f 
be  directed  to  be  paid  ^^'  ®»'•■^ 

If  the  first  question  was  answered  in  the  negative,  the 
order  was  to  be  quashed.  If  that  question  was  answered 
in  the  aflSrmative,  the  order  was  to  be  confirmed  or 
mmended  according  as  required  by  the  answers  to  the 
other  questions. 

Poland,  for  the  respondents.  First,  the  order  was 
rightly  made  on  the  appellants.  By  stat.  16  &  17  Vict 
c  97.  s.  97.,  justices  are  empowered  at  any  time  to  in- 
qmreinto  and  adjudge  the  settlement  of  a  pauper  lunatic 
iriio  is  in  confinement  in  an  asylum,  and  to  order  the 
goudians  of  the  union  or  parish  of  settlement  to  pay 
die  expense  incurred  for  the  lunatic's  maintenance  and 
otherwise.  Then  follows  sect.  102,  upon  the  construction 
of  which  the  question  in  the  present  case  depends^  and 
by  which  it  is  enacted  *'  That  all  the  expenses  incurred 
linoe  29th  September,  1853,  or  hereafter  to  be  incurred^ 
in  and  about  the  examination,  bringing  before  a  justice 
or  justices,  removal,  lodging,  maintenance,  medicine, 
clothing,  and  care  of  a  pauper  lunatic  heretofore  or 
hereafter  removed  to  an  asylum,  registered  hospital,  or 
Ucensed  house  under  the  authority  of  this  or  any  other 
Act,  who  would,  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to 
neb  asylum,  hospital,  or  house,  have  been  exempt  from 
removal  to  the  parish  of  his  settlement  or  the  country  of 
his  birth  by  reason  of  some  provision  in''  stat.  9  &  10 
Vkt  c.  66.,  *'  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of  the 
ptriih  wherein  such  lunatic  shall  have  acquired  such 
exemption  if  such  parish  be  subject  to  a  separate  board 
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1860.       of  guardians,  or  by  the  overseer  of  such  parish  where 
The  QuKEn    *^®  ^"™®  ^s  "ot  subject  to  such  separate  boards  and  where 
OrerseerB  of   ®"^^  Parish  shall  be  Comprised  in  any  Union  the  same 
St.  GiLsa.     ghaU  b^  ^\^  ^y  the  guardians^  and  be  charged  to  the 
common  fund  of  such  Union  so  long  as  the  cost  of  the 
relief  of  paupers  rendered  irremovable  by  the  last* 
mentioned  Act  shall  continue  to  be  chai^geable  upon  the 
common  funds  of  Unions;  and  no  order  shall  be  made 
under  any  provision  contained  in  this  or  any  other  Act 
on  the  parish  of  the  settlement  in  respect  of  any  such 
lunatic  pauper  during  the  time  that  the  above  mentioned 
charges  are  to  be  paid  and  charged  as  herein  provided; 
and  sect  5  of  stat.  12  &  13  Vici.  c.  103.  <<shallbere- 
pealed."    This  section  does  not  apply  at  all  to  such  a 
case  as  the  present,  where  the  lunatic  pauper  is  an  on- 
emancipated  child ;  but  only  to  cases  where  the  lunatic 
has  acquired  the  status  of  irremovability,   under  stat. 
9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.,  in  his  or  her  own  capacity,  and  not 
through  a  father  or  a  husband.    The  words  **  wherein 
such  lunatic  shall  have  acquired  such  exemption**  point 
to  a  direct  acquisition  by  the  lunatic  in  person.     [Black' 
bum  J.     Does  not  a  child  living  with  his  father  when 
the  father  becomes  irremovable,  also  become  exempt  from 
removal,  **  by  reason  of  some  provision  in  stat  9  &  10 
Vict  e.  66."  ?]     No :  the  child  is  rendered  irremovable, 
in  such  a  case,  by  the  later  Act,  11  &  12  FicL  c.  Ill, 
s.  1.    And  it  becomes  exempt  from  removal  solely  in 
consequence  of  the  &ther*s  residence  for  five  years  ia 
a  parish ;  the  length  of  the  child's  residence  there  while 
unemancipated,  which  in  the  present  case  happens  to  have 
extended  to  five  years,  being  immaterial.    But,  further: 
assuming  that  stats.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  and  11  &  12  VieU 
c.  1 11.  are  to  be  read  as  one,  and  that  an  unemancipated 
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cliildy  or  a  wife,  can  be  said  to  acquire  the  statos  of       i860. 

irrcmoYability  by  reasoD  of  the  father  or  husband  be-     The  Quuv 

oocning  irremovable ;  that  status  is  only  temporary^  and    oreneers  of 

Additional  upon  its  retention  by  the  father  or  husband ;     ^''  ^'i'** 

r  ▼.  Si*  Ann,  Blackfriars{a\  Regina  v.  Cudham  {liy 

I^ow  the  case  finds  that  the  father  of  the  lunatic  has 

leA  SL  Anne^s  parish ;  so  that,  should  he  return  there, 

lie  would  be  removable.     It  follows  that  his  son,   the 

lunatic,  is  now  removable.    [BJacUmm  J.   Stat  16  &  17 

f^cL  e.  97.  $.  102.  renders  it  immaterial  whether  or  not 

the  lunatic  is  now  removable.     The  section  applies  if,  as 

in  the  present  case,  he  was  exempt  from  removal  to  the 

parish  of  his  settlement  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed 

to  the  asylum.]     In  order  that  the  section  may  receive  a 

^^^asonable  construction,  the  conveyance  of  the  lunatic 

to  the  asylum  may  be  supposed  to  take  place,  construc- 

^^ely,  firom  week  to  week;  the  order  under  stat  16  &  17 

^id.  c.  97.  directing  the  payment  for  his  maintenance, 

^c,  to  be  made  week  by  week.     Light  is  thrown  on  the 

^dtention  of  the  Legislature  by  the  language  of  the  earlier 

^^atnte  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  110.,  an  Act  passed  for  one  year 

l^vt  afterwards  continued ;  by  sect.  3   of  which  it  was 

^^iMcted  that,  for  the  year  in  question,  **all  the  costs 

i^icorred  in  the  relief,  as  well  medical  as  otherwise,  of 

^ny  poor  person,  who,  not  being  settled  in  the  parish 

^^vbere  he  resides,  shall,  by  reason  of  some  provision  in" 

Stat.  9  &  10  VicL  c.  66.  **  be  or  become  exempted  from 

^le  liability  to  be  removed  from  the  parish  where  he 

s^des,  shall,  where  the  said  parish  shall  be  comprised  in 

^LHy''  ** Union,"  "be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of 

such  Union,  so  long  as  such  person  shall  continue  to  be 

(a)  2^  #  B.  440.  (*)  1  ^  #  E.  409. 
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1860.  80  exempted."  And  stat.  12  &  13  Vid.  e.  103.  s.  5.,  for 
The  QuBBH  ^*"^*^ ^^^  ^^  *  1^  *^*^  ^'  ^^-  *•  ^^^*> "  nowsabrtitated, 
^  ^-  ^  enacted,  "  That  all  the  costs  and  expenses  iucarred  or 
St.  GiuM.  hereafter  to  be  incurred,  since  the  25th  day  of  March 
last  in  and  about  the  obtaining  any  order  of  justices  for 
the  removal  and  maintenance  of  a  lunatic  pauper  who 
shall  have  been  or  shall  be  removed  under  any  sudi 
order  to  any  asylum,  licensed  house,  or  registered  hospital, 
and  who,  if  not  a  lunatic,  would  have  been  exempt  from 
removal  by  reason  of  some  provision  in*'  stat  9  &  10 
Vict.  c.  66.,  <*  shall,  until  the  time  when  the  provinons 
hereinbefore  contained  shall  cease,  be  borne  by  the 
common  fund  of  the  Union  comprising  the  parish  where- 
in such  pauper  lunatic  was  resident  at  the  time  when 
such  lunatic  pauper  was  so  removed  to  such  asylum, 
licensed  house,  or  registered  hospital,  notwithstanding  the^ 
order  for  the  payment  thereof  shall  have  been  made 
upon  the  overseers  of  such  parish,  or  the  parish  of 
settlement,  or  upon  the  treasurer  or  guardians  of 
Union  in  which  either  parish  shall  be  comprised.* 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  102.  is  the  first  enactment  which, 
even  prim&  facie,  appears  to  impose  a  permanent  liabilii 
on  the  parish  from  which  the  lunatic  was  irremovable 
the  time  that  he  was  conveyed  to  the  asylum.  [JS&cAtem^^ 
J.  The  last  enactment  was  passed,  no  doubt,  in  order*^ 
to  remedy  the  restricted  operation  of  stat.  12  &  13  f^ci^ 
c.  103.  8.  5. ;  which  statute,  as  was  decided  in  Regbnit^ 
V.  8L  Leonards,  Sharedttch  (a),  applied  only  where  th^ 
lunatic  had  been  removed  under  an  order  of  justices^ 
The  new  Act  applies  to  all  removals  under  the  authority 
of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  and  points  out  the  time  of  le^ 

(a)  14  Q,  B.  340. 
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moval  as  that  which  is  to  determine  the  liability  of  the        IS60. 

parish  of  residence.]   Next,  as  to  the  expenses  which  the  xhe  Quskm 

ortJer  might  properly  direct  to  be  paid,     [Keane,  contra,  ^^   ^- 

bexe  stated  that  he  gave  up  the  last  two  points  relied  ^v*  Giles. 
upon  by  the  appellants.] 

Keane,  for  the  appellants.     The  order  is  bad.     Stat 
9  &  10  FicL  e.  66.  ji.  1.  enacts  that  ''no  person  shall  be 
removed'^  ''from  any  parish  in  which  such  person  shall 
lia.?e  resided  for  five  years  next  before  the  application 
tm^  a  warrant  for  removal    An  unemancipated  child, 
living  with  its  &ther,  is  a  "  person,"  and  can  acquire  the 
Btatus  of  irremovability  through  him ;  Regina  v.  Elvet  (a). 
1*I)e  lunatic  in  the  present  case  had,  therefore,  at  the 
tine  of  his  being  conveyed   to  the  asylum,  which   is 
tile  only  time  to  be  considered  in  construing  stat  16  &  17 
Vi€t  e.  97.  $.  102.,  acquired,  in  St  Anne^s  parish,  exemp- 
tion from  removal    The  only  point  on  which  the  re- 
spondents can  rely  is,  that  the    exemption  was  not 
iu:quired  by  reason  of  some  provision  in  stat  9  &  10 
VkL  e.  66.,  because  the  lunatic  was  irremovable  by  reason 
of  the  later  Act,  11  &  12  Vict  c.  111.     That  Act,  how- 
«^er,  was  passed  merely,  as  the  preamble  states,  in  order 
tc3  remove  doubts  which  had  arisen  from  the  generality 
of  the  expressions  in  one  of  the  provisoes  of  the  former; 
^Mch  proviso  it  substantially  re-enacts,  with  a  slight 
olange  in  the  phraseology.     The  two  Acts  must  clearly 
^^^  read  together  as  one.    (He  was  then  stopped  by  the 
^ourt.) 

GocKBUBN  C.  J.  The  whole  force  of  the  argument  for 

(a)  2  £1  #  £L  266. 
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1860.       ^^  respondents  rests  on  the  assumption  that  the  proviso 
TheQusn    re-enacted  by  sUt  11  &  12  Viet.  e.  Itl.f.  1.  is  not  tube 
Q^^g^  of   coJMidered  as  part  of  staU  9  &  10   VteL  c-  66. ;  for  if 
St.  Gium.     ^||(  jg  g^  ii^Q  lunatic  was  not  exempt  from  rerooral 
from  St.  Anne's  parish  by  reason  of  some  provision  in 
staL  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.,  and  stat.  16  &  17  Viet.  e.  97. 
$.  102.  did  not,  therefore,  apply.     I,  however,  think  that 
the  two  statutes,  9  &  10  VicL  e.  66.  and  11  &  12  Vict 
c.  111.,  are  to  be  read  as  one:  the  latter  merely  substi- 
tuting, for  a  proviso  in  the  former,  another  couched  in 
clearer  and  less  general  language,  but  identical  in  purport. 
The  order  of  removal  was  therefore  bad,  as  being  in 
contravention  of  sUt  16  &  17  Vict.  e.  97.  s*  102.;  and 
it  must  be  quashed. 

(WiGHTMAN  and  Hill  Js.  were  absent.) 

Blacrbubn  J.    I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     By  stat 
16  &  17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  102.  it  is  enacted  as  follows.  [His 
Lordship  read  the  section.]     One  question  therefore  is 
whether  this  lunatic  pauper  had,  at  the  time  of  his  being 
conveyed  to  the  asylum,  acquired  exemption  from  re- 
moval,'by  reason  of  some  provision  in  stat  9  &  10  Fict. 
c.  66.    Now  sect.  1  of  that  statute  enacted  that  no 
should  be  removed  frx)m  a  parish  after  residing  in  it  for"^ 
five  years ;  and  contained  a  proviso  which  was  intended, 
to  mean  that,  whenever  any  person  should  have  a  wife  or^ 
children  having  no  other  settlement  than  his  or  her  own, 
such  wife  and  children  should  be  removable  or  not  le^ 
movable  from  any  parish  or  place  according  as  he  or  she 
would  or  would  not  be  removable  therefit>m«      This^ 
meaning,  however,  being  somewhat  vaguely  expressed^ 
Stat.  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  111.  was  passed  with  the  simple 
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olject  of  substituting  a  clearer  form  of  proviso  to  pre- 

oisely  the  same  effect.    I  think,  therefore,  that  the  two 

seatutes  must  fairly  be  read  as  one.     The  remaining 

q«iestion  is,  whether  the  lunatic,  being  then  an  unemanci- 

pated  child  living  with  an  irremovable  father,  could  be 

s^id,  at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to  the  asylum,  to 

li«ive  himself  "acquired*  the  exemption  from  removal, 

^i^thin  the  meaning  of  ^at  16  &17  Vict.  c.  97.  s.  102.,  he 

l>^'ng  then  not  sui  jtaris.    As  to  this,  I  agree  with  Mr. 

-^^etme,  that  be  had  then  '*  acquired '^  the  exemption;  and 

I   think  that  Regina  v.  Elvet  (a)  is  an  authority  in  favour 

o^  that  view.     Whether  it  was  the  intention  of   the 

^^'•^gisiature  that  a  parish  or  union  should  continue  to  be 

c^bargeable  with  the  maintenance  of  a  lunatic  pauper 

c^bild  after  its   father  had   ceased  to  be  irremovable 

^l^erefrom,  or   whether  this  is  a  casus   omissus  in  the 

-Act,  it  is  not  for  us  to  determine. 

Order  quashed. 


1860. 


The  QuxKH 

▼. 
OvePBeerfl  of 
St.  G11.B8. 


(a)  2E.fE.  266. 


SOMMEBTILLE    Y.    MlBEHOUSE. 
[Reported,  I  B.  ^  S.  652.] 
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Wednetdi^,     EifBLETON,  appellant,  ogaifist  Brown,  respondent. 
The  put  of      /^ASE  Stated  by  justices,  under  stat  20  &  21  VieL 

the  sea  shore      \j 
oomprised^  C.  43. 

andW^er       At  the  Petty   Sessions  held  in   and    for    the   east 

SS"X*  division  of  Croquetdak  Ward,  in  the  county  of  Nartluim- 

^J  *^^*^®  berland^  on  3rd  Mareli,  1860,  an  information  came  on  for 

county,  ^e  hearing  before  the  justices,  of  which  the  following  is  a 

whi(^  and  COPY.  SO  far  as  is  material 

not  the  Ad-  ^^* 

miralty,  have    *^ Northumberland  i  The  information  of  Crtorge  Emhkton^ 

takecogni-  (to  wit)        Jof    Warktcortky    in    the    county    of 

^^!cM  there   Northumberland^  made  upon  oath  before "  &c.,  *'  on  " 
XS!^       &c. ;  *'  who  saith,  that  Henry  Brown,  of  Cresswell,  in  the 
wh<^Se!S^  said  county,  fisherman,  on   19th  November  last,  at  the 
is  covered        township  of  AmbU,  in  the  parish  of  fFarhoorth,  in  the 
county  aforesaid,  did  then  and  there  unlawfully  attempt 
to  take  certain  fish,  to  wit,  salmon  trout,  in  certain  water 
there  called  7%«  Stell  Fishery,  in  which  His  Grace  the 
Duke  of  Northumberland  then   had  a  private  right  of 
fishery  for  salmon  and  fish  of  the  salmon  kind,  and  such 
water  not  running  through  or  being  in  any  land  ad- 
joining or  belonging  to  the  dwelling  house  of  the  said 
Duke ;  contrary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided. 
«  Sworn,*'  &c. 

This  information  was  laid  under  stat.  7  &  8  G.  4. 
c.  29.  8,  34.  The  prosecutor  and  the  above  named  re* 
spondent  (hereinafter  called  **  the  defendant  **)  appeared 
at  the  hearing,  by  adjournment,  on  7th  April,  1860.    The 
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#aot8  were  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  correctly        i860 

I  .aid  in  the  informationy  with  this  exception,  that  the     emblwoh 

j:>la<:e  where  the  offence  was  committed   was  the    sea 

^bore,  between  high  and  low  water  mark  at  ordinary 

^mdes,  and  was,  at  the  time  the  offence  was  so  committed, 

^^^o'v^ered  by  the  sea.  At  low  water  this  place  was  dry  land. 

TJpon  this  evidence  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of 
^1:^^  prosecutor,  that,  notwithstanding  that  circumstance, 
'^l:!^  place  where  the  offence  was  committed  was  within 
'^I^e  body  of  the  county,  and  therefore  within  the 
3  ^^x-isdiction  of  the  justices.  On  the  part  of  the  defen- 
^^nt  it  was  aigued  that  it  was  only  within  the  jurisdiction 
^^€^  the  justices  when  it  was  low  water,  but  when  the 
^id^  was  full  it  then  ceased  to  be  so,  and  was  then  within 
"^la^  jurisdiction  of  the  Admiralty. 

XJpon  this  state  of  doubt,  the  justices  dismissed  the 
^^^  fc}rmation  for  want  of  jurisdiction. 

"The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
"^^t^ether  their  determination  that  they  had  no  jurisdic- 
^^<:>ii  was  or  was  not  right  in  law. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  their  determi- 

^^^^tion  was  wrong,  the  justices  requested  the  Court  to 

^^snit  the  matter  to  them  with    the    opinion   of   the 

^^^Durt  thereon  accordingly ;  or  to  make  such  other  order 

i^K^    relation  to  the  matter  as  to  the  Court  should  seem 

iK^«et 

Uamstyf  for  the  appellant.  The  question  is  whether 
t>la.«  jurisdiction  of  the  justices  of  a  county  extends  over 
t^«  portion  of  the  sea  shore,  adjoining  the  county, 
^^'^icb  is  between  high  and  low  water  mark.  Regina  v, 
^^*9(m{a)  shews  that  the  portion  of  the  sea  shore  in 
(a)  BKfB.  900. 
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I860.        qaestion  is  within  the  body  of  the  coanty,   although 
Emblbtoh     ^^^^  '^  "o  primfi  facie  presumption  that  it  fonns  part  of 
Browit       ^^^  parish  coming  down  to  the  shore.    The  justices  there- 
fore,  in  the  present  case,  clearly  had  jurisdiction  to  take 
cognizance  of  the  ofience.      Stat  7  &  8   (?•  4.  c.  29. 
s,  34.9  under  which  the  information  waslaid^  makes  it  an 
offence  punishable  by  conviction  to  ''unlawfully   and 
wilfully"  ''attempt  to  take  or  destroy  any  fish  in  any 
water"  "  in  which  there  shall  be  any  private  right  of 
fishery" :  and  it  must  be  taken  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the 
case  that  the  Duke  of  Northumberland  had  a  private  right 
of  fishery  in  the  part  of  the  sea  where  the  respondent 
took  the  salmon  trout     [^Cockbum  C.  J.     Assuming  the 
place  in  question  to  be  open  sea,  could  the  Crown  have 
granted,  at  any  time,  an  exclusive  right  of  fishery  in  it?] 
Before  Magna  Charta  the  Crown  had  power  to  make 
such  a  grant.     Baffot  v.  Orr  (a)  shews  that  there  may  be 
an  exclusive  right  of  fishing  for  salmon  in  the  open  sea  « 
as  far  as  low  water  mark.     The  only  matter  for   the^ 
consideration  of  the  Court  is  whether  or  not  the  sea^ 
shore  between  high  and  low  water  mark  is  within  thc^ 
body  of  the  adjacent  county :  if  so,  the  Admiralty 
have  no  jurisdiction  over  it     The  law  is  expressly  laic 
down  to  that  effect  in  4  Inat.  134,  where  Lord  Cakei 
that  to  the  objection  "That  whereas  the  conusance  of  a"..^ 
contracts  and  other  things  done  upon  the  sea  belonget— ^ 
to  the  admirall  jurisdiction,  the  same  are  made  triable  ^bs 
the  common  law,  by  supposing  the  same  to  have  hn< 
done  in   Cheapside,  and  such  places,"  the  answer  is  tl 
"  By  the  lawes  of  this  realm  the  Court  of  the  admi 
hath  no  conusance,  power,  or  jurisdiction  of  any  man 

(a)  2  B.  #  P.  472. 
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of  contract,  plea,  or  querele  within  ^ny  county  of  the        i860, 
'^ealoi,  either  upon  the  land  or  the  water:  but  every  such     zuBhvton 
contract,  plea,  or  querele,  and  all  other  things  rising       b&owh. 
^idin  any  county  of  the  realm,  either  upon  the  land  or 
^o  water,  and  also  wreck  of  the  sea,  ought  to  be  tried, 
determined,  discussed,  and  remedied  by  the  lawes  of  the 
^>^:^d,  and  not  before,  or  by  the  admirall  nor  his  lieutenant 
^'^      any  manner.     So  as  it  is  not  material!  whether  the 
pl^^ice  be  upon  the  water  infra  Jluxum  et  refliLxum  aqutB: 
^^^^^  whether  it  be  upon  any  water  within  any  county.*' 

Ho  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  We  must  assume  that  the  justices 
^^^^re  satisfied  of  the  fact  that  the  Duke  of  Northumber^ 
^^^^^md  had  the  exclusive  right  of  fishing  in  the  sea  at  the 
E^^.4ice  where  the  offence  was  committed;  and  that  the 
^^^"^aly  question  submitted  to  us  is  whether  or  not  they  had 
B^^^:ftri8diction  to  take  cognizance  of  oflences  committed  in 
pert  of  the  sea,  adjoining  their  county,  comprised 
etween  high  and  low  water  mark.  Regina  y.  Musson  (a) 
^^1>pears  to  be  a  direct  authority  that  such  part  of  the 
wmmih  ]a  within  the  body  of  the  adjoining  county.  It 
Cc^Dows  that  the  justices  had,  and  ought  to  have  exercised, 
jvviadiction  in  the  matter;  which  must  therefore  be  re- 
butted to  them. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Hiix  and  Blackburn  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  appellant.     Case  remitted 
to  the  justices. 

(a)  SE,iB.900. 

Vol.  m.  a  b.  &  e. 
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Wednesday,      Clements,  appellant,  against  Smith,  respondei 
The  General      /^ASE  Stated  by  justices,  under  stat.  20  &  21 

Turnpike  Act,     ^^      ^    Afi 
SG.4.c.l2d.  ^-   ^^• 

^^*3^^^'that       ^^  *  ^^"y  Sessions  holden  at  Rochford,  in  the  coi^  -»-  ^^^^ 

S^dksm^^d^     of  Essex,  on  23rd  February,  1860,  an  information     -^^p-  y^^ 

or  taken"  "on   preferred  by  the  appellant,  a  loll  collector,  against  the 

any  turnpike  . 

road,  fo/         respondent,  charging  that  he,  on  16th  January,  1860^^  -^r  »^ 

beaat  or  other  Hockley,    in   the   said  county,  did  claim  and  take   f^      ^^^ 

riage^empl^ed  benefit   of   a  certain  exemption  from   toll  payable  ^  *' 

J!^„*^*°^^'  a  certain    turnpike  gate  there  situate;    he  then  ai^-^^ 

e^^b^ed^onl  ^^^^^  "^^  '^^^"^  entitled  to  the  same;  contrary  to  dC^ 

in  carrying       form  of  the  Statute  in  such  case  made  and  provided.      -" 

or  conveying  *  ^nrn 

on  the  same  By  Slat.  3  Geo.  4.  c.  126.  s.  36.  (The  General  Tnrc^-^^™' 

day,'*  "  any  '  -^«, 

hav,  straw,       pike  Act),  it  is  enacted  *'  That  if  any  person  or  pers-^ir^^^ 

cattle,  and        shall,  by  any  fraudulent  or  collusive  means  whatsoever "^^®' 

Btraw^'which     cl«'»™  o^  take  the  benefit  of  any  exemption  from  toll  <^       -•  ^' 

^^^(m\and   ^^^  Overweight,  or  for  using  any  additional  horse  »        ^  o\ 

or  ground  in     horses,  or  of  an\'  other  exemption  or  exemptions  whai^-^^*^" 

the  occupation  ...  ^i  2> 

of  the  owner     soevcr  in  this  Act  contained,  every  such  person  shall  •"     -"  for 

of  any  such 

hav,  straw,       every  such  offence  forfeit  and  pay  any  sum  not  exceed -^^eed- 

fodderorcom    .        _.  i  •       n  i  *.     «  •         i    •«        «-  ai  l 

in  the  straw,     ing  o/. ;  and  in  all  cases  the  proof  of  exemption  shall     M  Jl  be 

potatoes  or 

other  ag;ri- 

niltural  produce,  and  which  has  not  been  bought,  sold  or  disposed  of,  nor  is  going  tc^*;^'  to  be 

Bold  or  disposed  of." 

A  horse  and  cart  passed  through  a  toll-gate,  carrying  threshed  barley,  which  -«  bad 

grown  on  land  in  the  occupation  of  the  owner,  to  a  mill  to  be  ground  into  mealKi-^  for 
feeding  the  owner's  pigs.     They  repassed  on  the  same  day  laden  with  barlej-v  — ffiei/ 
obtained  from  the  mill,  the  proauco  of  another  parcel  of  barley  grown  by  the  ^^^^Buoe 
owner  on  the  same  land,  and  previously  sent  to  be  ^ound  into  meal  for  the  same  pur- 

pose.   The  horse  and  cart  had  not  been  employed  in  any  other  way  on  tiie  same  as/. 

Held,  that  they  were  exempt  from  toll  under  the  above  enactment  on  each  journey  *  for 
that  both  the  barley  and  the  barley-meal  came  within  the  description  of  *'  fodde^^K'  for 
cattle." 


i 
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^'pon  the  pereoD  claiming  the  same/'  By  sect.  32  it  is  en-        i860. 
«ctcd  «  That  no  Toll  shall  be  demanded  or  taken  by  virtue     clkmehts 
^^f^  this  or  any  other  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament,  on  any        smith. 
^••rupike  road,  for**  (inter  alia)  *'any  horse,  beast  or 
oilier  cattle  or  carriage  employed  in  carrying  or  convey- 
■■^g^  having  been  employed  only  in  carrying  or  convey- 
**^^  on  the  same  day'*    (inter  alia)  "any  hay,  straw, 
'•i>clder  for  cattle,  and  com  in  the  straw,  which  has  grown 
o*"    arisen  on  land  or  ground  in  the  occupation  of  the 
O'^^uer  of  any  such  hay,  straw,  fodder  or  com  in  the 
Bw,  potatoes  or  other  agricultural  produce,  and  which 
( not  been  bought,  sold  or  disposed  of,  nor  is  going  to 
'  sold  or  disposed  of." 

The  appellant  proved   that  the  respondent,  on  the 

iij  in  question,  came  to  one  of  the  toll  gates  of  the 

-^WfexTumpike  Trast  with  a  horse  and  cart,  and  claimed 

^^>   pass,  and  did  pass,  through  without  payment  of  toll, 

alleging  that  he  was  carrying  threshed  barley   to   the 

^^^^ill  to  be  ground  into  meal  for  his  master's  pigs;  and 

^^at,  on  his  return  laden,  he  again  claimed  to  pass,  and 

^id  pass,  through  the  same  gate  without  payment  of  toll, 

^^^^  the  ground  that  he  was  laden  with  barley-meal  to  be 

^^^^led  as  food  for  his  master's  pigs.     It  was  proved  on 

■^^a^half  of  the  respondent  that,  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 

^^flTence,  he  was  the  servant  of  a  Mr.  Wood^  an  occupier  of 

^^mAm  Bochford  and  Hawhtotll;  that  the  barley  which 

^l^e  respondent  was  conveying  was  grown  on  his  master's 

^^Jm,  whence  it  was  taken  to  the  mill  to  be  ground 

^v^ to  meal  for  feeding  pigs  upon  the  farm;  that,  on  his 

^^^tom  from  the  mill,  his  cart  was  laden  with  barley- 

■^>€td  delivered  to  him  at  the  mill  as  the  produce  of 

^'^other  parcel  of  his  master's  barley,  grown  on  the  said 

^'iii,  which  had  been  previously  sent  to  be  ground;  that 
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I860.        the  said  meal  was  afterwards  actually  consumed  by  hts 
Clemekts     ^^'^  master*8  pigs  on  his  said  land ;  and  that  the  said 
Smith        horse  and  cart  had  not  been  employed  in  any  other  way 
during  the  same  day. 

On  these  facts  the  justices  decided  that  the  barley 
and  barley-meal  were  both  "  fodder  for  cattle,"  within 
the  meaning  of  stat  3  O.  4.  c.  126.  $.  32. ;  and  further, 
that,  if  not  *'  fodder  for  cattle,"  they  were  **  agricultural 
produce*'  grown  on  the  lands  of  the  owner,  and  not 
bought,  sold,  or  disposed  of,  or  going  so  to  be,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  same  section ;  and  as  such  were 
exempt  from  toll.  And  on  these  grounds  they  dismissed  ^ 
the  said  information. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : 

1st.  Can  threshed  corn  be  deemed  *' fodder  for  cattle** 
or  **  agricultural  produce  ''  within  the  exemption  givei^ 
by  Stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  $.  32.? 

2nd.  Is  threshed  corn,  grown  on  the  farm  and  tran^s 
ported  to  be  ground  into  meal,  and  in  its  new  fon^a 
returning  to  the  farm  to  be  used  as  food  for  cattl^H 
exempt  from  toll  both  going  and  returning,  or  either  wa^^ 

3rd.  Is  "  fodder  for  cattle^'  exempt  from  toll  when  tb: 
transit,  not  for  consumption  or  store,  but  to  be  submitt 
to  a  mechanical  process  to  render  it  fitter  for  oae 
fodder? 

And,  lastly,  whether,  on  the  facts  proved  as  8tat< 
above,  the  justices  were  right  in  law  in  dismissing  the 
said  information  ? 

Edmund  Rounds  for  the  appellant.     The  justices  have 
put  a  wrong  construction  upon  sect.  32  of'  the  statute. 
'  Neither  barley  or  barley-mear&ll  within  any  of  the  ex- 
emptions from  toll  there  enumerated.     They  are  clearly 
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XX either  baj,  straw,  or  com  in  the  straw;  nor  are  they        i860. 
A.^clder  for  cattle,  the  mention  of  which  between  *' straw'*     cleu^stb 
fed  **  com  in  the  straw''   shews   that  the  Legislature       gjixia. 
in  contemplation  fodder  ejusdem  generis.     [Black" 
J.     Does  *'  fodder'*  mean  that   which  already  is, 
c^r  that  which  is  intended  to  be,  food  for  cattle  ?]     It  is 
dcrfined  in  Johnson^s  Dictionary  as  **  dry  food  stored  up 
C«>r  cattle  against  winter."     [Blachbum  J.     That  defini- 
^mon  appears  too  limited.     Rye  grass  cut  in  the  field  and 
l^rought  home  for  immediate  consumption  by  cattle  is 
•i^dder.     Cockbum  C.  J.     So  are  vetches.    Blackburn  J. 
Cl^om  in  the  straw  would  not  be  fodder.]     In  some  coun- 
^it^s  it   might   be,  as  in  Lincolnshire,  where  horses  are 
^>ften  fed  with  unthreshed  oats.     At  all  events,  assuoiing 
^liat  barley  is  fodder,  barley-meal  is  not;  being  a  manu- 
*^«tared  article.     [  Cockbvm  C.  J.     The  same  might  be 
*^^d  of  bay  or  chopped  straw.]    The  exemption  must 
^^  somewhere.      Would  a  baker,  carrying  loaves  of 
*^xead,  be  exempt  on  the  ground  that  bread  is  corn  ?    Or 
'^ould  oilcake  be  fodder  for  cattle  ?    [Hill  J.  In  Higgin- 
^^'^tham  V.  Perkins  (a)  it  was  held  that  these  exemptions 
^^Yom  toll  are  to  be  construed  beneficially  in  favour  of 
^agriculture.]     The  statute  now  under  consideration  was 
Hot,  like  some  of  the  earlier  Acts,  passed  for  the  benefit 
^f  agriculture,  but  simply   because,   as   the   preamble 
recites,  ''the  laws'*  ''in  force  for  the  general  regulation 
of  turnpike  roads*'  were  "  found  to  be  ineffectual  and" 
wqmred  "amendment.''    [Cockbum  C.  J.   You  say  that 
^hen  the  barley  first  passes  through  the  toll  gate  it  is ' 
^t being  carried  as  food  for  cattle,  but  as  something  to 
be  converted  into  such  food.    But  when  it  comes  back  in 
^  shape  of  barley-meal,  you  say  that  it  has  passed  into 
(a)  8  Ikunt,  795. 


Cli 
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1860.       a  fbrtber  stage  than  being  produce  "which  has  grown  or 
arisen  on  land.^     In  the  present  case  it  is  feond  that 

Sai'ia.       ^  baiiej-meal  with  which  the  defendant  came  bad^  was 
made  from  ^ffisrent  barley  to  that  with  whidi  be  first 
passed  through.     In  sect.   16  of  the  Act,  ''hay,  straw, 
fodder  or  corn  anthreshed*  are  specified,  not  '' fodder 
for  cattle."    The  Legislature,  in  paanng  sect.  32,  must 
have  intended  the   toll-gate  keeper  to  have  rea»xiable  a 
means  of  ascert^ning,  from  ocular  inflection,  whethers 
the  exemptions  attached  or  not  upon  things  pasnng  thes 
gate.     [Blackburn  J.     How  can  the  toll  keeper  tell  fronra 
inspection  upon  whose  land  hay,  straw,  or  corn  hav^ 
grown?     He  mnst  take  the  carter's  word  as  to  who  U 
the  owner  and  whence   they  come.]     Had  the  L^;ia^ 
laturo  supposed   that   fraud   would  be   perpetrated  ii^ 
that  respect,  they  would,  as  in  sect.  27  with  reference  t^ 
empty  waggons  going  for  manure,  have  enacted  that  th^i 
toll  should  be  paid  in  the  first  instance,  and  returned  oKi 
production  of  an  exemption  ticket. 

Shaw,  for  the  respondent,  was  not  called  upon. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  In  this  case  I  think  that  the  justices 
were  right  in  holding  that  the  exemption  from  liability  to 
toll  did  exist.  It  is  true  that  the  application  of  bsu'ley 
or  barley-meal  as  food  for  cattle  may  be  a  modem 
practice.  But  the  words  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  are 
wide  enough  to  include  them  within  the  exemption,  and 
the  principle  of  exemption  applies.  It  has  been  held 
that  clauses  of  this  nature  are  to  be  construed  liberally, 
in  favour  of  agriculture.  No  doubt  there  is  some  di£B« 
culty,  at  first  sight,  in  saying  that  barley  in  the  course  of 
transit  to  a  mill  for  the  purpose  of  being  ground  into  meal. 
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to  he  afterwards  eaten  by  cattle,  is  already  fodder  for  cattle ;         1 860. 
but,  giving  a  fair  and  liberal  construction  to  the  words  of     clbmkkts 
the  statute,  I  think  that  everything  which  is  ultimately        smiih. 
destined  to  be  used  as  food  for  cattle  is  fodder  for  them, 
altlioogh  it  may  not  have  gone  through  the  6nal  process 
which  will  make  it  such.  Otherwise,  this  absurd  and  incon- 
▼eYiieDt  consequence  would  follow,  that  if  a  man  passed 
through  a  toll-gate  with  barley  intended,  in  its  natural 
state,  as  food  for  cattle,  he  would  be  within  the  ex- 
emption ;  but  if  he  had  a  crushing  machine  on  his  own 
premises,  to  reach  which  with  the  barley  he  had  to  pass 
thit)agh  the  gate,  he  woidd  be  liable  to  toll  because  of 
^is  intention  to  crush  the  barley  before  giving  it  to  his 
^^^ttle.     So,  again,  it  would  be  strange  if  a  man  who  was 
^^Icing  turnips  to  be  boiled,  before  giving  them  to  his 
^^^ttle,  as  is  done  in  parts  of  Scotland,  was  not  exempt 
*^*^in   toll   in   respect   of  them.    A  variety  of  similar 
*  ^stances  might  be  adduced.     The  safer  course   is  to 
^^^^nstnie  the  Act  liberally,  in  accordance  with  the  spirit 
^^^   which  such  enactments  ought  to  be  construed ;  and 
^^^  hold  that  the  exemption  extends  to  corn  destined  for 
^l^o  consumption  of  cattle,  although  at  the  time  that  the 
Exemption   is  claimed    it  is  in  an   intermediate   stage 
towards  being  made  into  fodder  for  them. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent) 

Hill  and  Blackbubn  Js.  concurred. 

Judgment  for  the  respondent. 
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Wednesday,     DoiCK,  appellant,   ogainst  Phelps,  respondent. 

The  Water-      f^ASE  Stated  bj  a  Metropolitan  police  magbcrate, 
men's  and  V^  .  __^ 

Li^termen'0  under  Stat.  20  &  21  VtcL  c.  43. 

^*18^^^  On  11th  February t    1860,   the    appellant  appeared 

T^t^i^^'    before  the  magistrate  to  answer  the  complaint  of  the 

^b^  to        respondent,  a  freeman  of  the  company  of  **  The  Master^ 

penalty  "any    Wardens  and  Commonalty  of  Watermen  and  Lighter- 

person,  not 

being  a  free-     men  of  the  river  Thames^  for  that  on  3rd  February, 

man  licensed 

inpnnnance     I860,  upon  the  river  Thames  between  Teddington  Lock, 

oranappren-  ^^   ^^^  counties  of  Middlesex  and  Surrey,   and   Lower 

i^oroiSiMto"  ^^  Point,  near  Gravesend,  in  the  county  of  KeiU,  to 

^frcemS^  or  ^^^  *'  ''^®  P^'**^  ^^  Putney,  in  the  county  of  Surrey,  the 

^^w^^^  said  appellant,  not  being  licensed  in  pursuance  o(  or 

of  the*'  Water-  qualified  according  to,  The  Watermen's  and  Lightermen's 

men  s  Com* 

pany,  who        Amendment  Act,  1859  (a),  did  then  and  there  unlaw- 

timeactasa     fuHy   act  as  a  lighterman,  working  and  navigating  a 

^htem^r     certain  barge   upon   the  said  river  for  hire  and  gain, 

^jl^'H*^^   contrary  to  the  said  statute, 
or  nayigate  •' 

any"  "Effhter'' 

"npontibe" 

"nver^*  Thames  "from  or  to  any  place  or  places"  "within  the  limits  of"  the  "Act»  for 

hire  or  g&in." 

Stat  7  &  8  ^.  4.  c.  clxxT.,  which  by  sect.  37  imposed  a  similar  penalty,  and  by  sect.  101 
exempted  therefrom  persons  narigating  *•  western  barffes,"  is  repealed  by  stat.  22  &  23 
Fid.  c.  cxxxiii.,  which  by  sect.  7  enacts,  "that  such  repeal  shall  not  affect"  "any 
appointment  or  license  duly  made  or  granted  under  any  enactment  hereby  repealed." 

Held,  that  a  person  found  plying  and  naTi^ting  a  baree  for  hire  on  the  Tkawies, 
within  the  limits  of  stat  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.,  and  not  being  licensed  or  qualified 
according  to  the  Act  incurs  a  penalty  under  sect.  54,  though  the  barce  started  frtnn  a 
place  beyond  those  limits,  and  would,  under  stat  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  Ixxr.,  have  been  deemed 
9k "  waetem  barge." 


(a)  Stat.  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiil    Local  and  personal,  public. 


Phelps. 
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At  tlie  hearing  the  following  facts  were  admitted.  1860. 
That,  at  the  time  of  committing  the  alleged  offence,  the  Doick 
appellant  was  neither  licensed  nor  qualified  as  aforesaid, 
and  was  acting  as  a  lighterman,  working  and  navigating 
for  hire  and  gain  on  the  said  river  Thames  at  Putney^ 
within  the  limits  mentioned  in  the  said  Act,  a  barge  car- 
rjing timber;  which  barge  started  from  the  town  of  GuHd-- 
ford,  in  the  coanty  of  Surrey,  and  was  worked  and  navi- 
gated as  aforesaid  by  the  said  appellant,  from  Guildford 
aforesaid,  upon  and  through  the  said  river  Thames  within 
the  limits  aforesaid,  to  Northfleet  in  the  county  of  Kent^ 
below  London  Bridge.  That  the  said  barge  was,  at  the 
time  of  the  committing  of  the  said  alleged  offence,  a  flat 
bottomed  barge,  and  would  have  been  deemed  to  be  a 
''western  barge"  within  the  meaning  of  the  lOlst  sect  of 
lUt  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  Ixzv.  (a),  intituled  **  An  Act  for  the 
better  regulation  of  the  watermen  and  lightermen  on  the 
nver  Thamee^  between  Yantlet  Creek  and  Windsor,''  if 
Rich  Act  had  not  been  previously  repealed.  Guildford 
aforesaid  is  beyond  the  town  of  Kingston^  in  the  county 
(i  Surrey,  and  beyond  the  limits  mentioned  in  The 
Vatennen*s  and  Lightermen's  Amendment  Act,  1859, 
22  &  23  Viet.  c.  czzxiii.,  that  is  to  say,  beyond  Tedding- 
^  Lock,  in  the  counties  of  Middlesex  and  Surrey. 
Athuy  Bridge  aforesaid,  where  the  alleged  offence  was 
<^mitted,  is  within  the  limits  defined  by  tbe  last  men- 
tioned Act. 

Prior  to  the  passing  of  stat.  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  czxxiii., 
1^  Master,  Wardens  and  Commonalty  of  Watermen 
aodLightermen  of  the  river  Thames  were  used  and  accus- 
tomed to  grant  a  license  or  permission  to  all  persons  who 

(«)  Local  and  peraonal,  pnblic. 
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1860.  bad  duly  served  an  apprenticeship^  and  been  admitted 
5oicK  ^  freemen  of  the  said  Company,  and  also  to  the 
Pbklps  qualified  apprentices  of  such  freemen,  to  work  and 
navigate  barges  on  the  river  Thames  for  hire :  but  such 
licenses  were  not  granted  to  any  other  persons.  The 
said  appellant  had,  previously  to  the  commencement  of 
the  Act  last  mentioned,  been  in  the  habit  of  navigating 
western  barges  on  the  river  Thames^  within  or  through 
the  limits  of  the  said  last  mentioned  Act,  for  several 
years,  but  never  was  a  freeman  of  the  said  Company^  or 
an  apprentice  to  a  freeman  or  to  the  widow  of  a  fi'ee-' 
man  of  the  said  Company. 

By  the  drd  section  of  stat.  7  &  8  6.  4.  c  Ixxv.  the 
limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said  Company  were 
defined  to  be  from  the  town  of  New  Windaor^  in  the 
county  of  Berks,  to  Yantlet  Creek,  in  the  county  of 
Kent;  and  by  the  104th  section  of  the  same  Act  the 
owners  of  laystalls  and  chalk  hoys,  and  divers  other 
persons  therein  particularly  specified,  although  not  free- 
men of  the  said  Company,  were  permitted  to  work  and 
navigate  lighters,  hoys,  and  other  vessels  or  craft,  in  and 
upon  the  said  river,  without  being  subject  to  any  of  the 
penalties  imposed  by  such  Act.  Stat  22  &  23  Vict. 
c.  cxxxiii.  came  into  operation  on  1st  January,  1860,  the 
object  thereof  being  to  make  better  regulations  for  the  safe 
navigation  and  traffic  in  and  upon  the  said  river ;  and  by 
the  7  th  section  of  such  last  mentioned  Act  the  whole  of 
Stat  7  &  8  6r.  4.  c.  Ixxv.  was  repealed,  subject  only  to 
the  reservation  of  such  rights  as  are  in  the  said  section 
particularly  specified ;  and  the  said  Act  contains  divers 
clauses  whereby  the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  said 
Company  are  considerably  altered  and  modified,  and 
various  privilege&and  exemptions  conferred  by  the  former 
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Act  upon  the  freemen  of  the  gaid  Company^  the  owners  of       i  geo. 
^^«stem  barges,  kystalls,  chalk  hoys, and  other  vessels        ^^^ 
^*^d  <*raft,  were  wholly  abolished,  and  a  new  system  of  ^• 

•^^pervision  and  control  over  the  traffic  of  the  said  river 
^^8  Bobetitated  in  lieu  of  that  which  formerly  prevailed. 
^^Hien  the  alleged  offence  was  committed,  the  said  stat. 
^  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.  was  in  force. 

It  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  appellant,  that  he, 

^^  said  appellant,  was  not  liable  to  be  convicted  on  the 

^^^  information,  as  the  barge  he  was  working  and  navi- 

tng  was  a  western  barge  as  aforesaid;   and  as  his 

e,  at  the  time  of  the  said  alleged  offence,  was  being 

^"Vigated  as  aforesaid  from  a  place  beyond  the  limits  of 

^^^said  Act 

Xt  was  contended,  on  behalf  of  the  resp<mdent,  that 

^^  said  appellant  was  liable  to  be  convicted,  as  the 

^^^■^vioos  exemption  in  favour  of  western  barges  was 

^^^  (sealed  by  the  said  Act ;  and  that  his  said  barge,  at  the 

^^  v:s:ie  of  the  alleged  offence,  was  being  navigated  by  him 

'■^n  before,  and  within  the  limits  of  the  said  Act. 

Stat.  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.  and  so  much  of  stat. 
*^  &  8  &•  4.  c.  Ixxv.  as  was  relevant  to  the  question  at 
^fiooe,  were  to  be  considered  as  part  of  the  case. 

The  magistrate,  upon  the  said  hearing,  overruled  the 
3aid  objections  so  taken  on  behalf  of  the  said  appellant 
as  aforesaid,  and  decided  and  adjudged  that  the  said 
Appellant  was  guilty  of  the  said  offence,  upon  the  ground 
that  stat  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.  abolished  the  ex- 
emption  in  favour  of  western  barges  referred  to  in  the 
^^Ist  section  of  stat.  7  &  8  6r.  4.  c.  Ixxv.,  and  also  the 
exemption  in  favour  of  laystalls  and  chalk  hoys  and 
oth^r  vessels  referred  to  in  the  104th  section  of  the  same 
-^^^^ ;  notwithstanding  sect   7  of  stat.   22   &  23    Vict. 


Pbklpi. 
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1860.  c.  cxxxiii. ;  and  that  the  above  Act  applied  to  a  barge 
DoioK  starting  from  a  place  beyond  the  limits  of  the  Act,  as 
6tttZr(^i/ aforesaid,  and  having  been  navigated  from  such 
place  to  a  place  within  its  limits,  as  Putney  aforewd  ; 
and  also  upon  the  ground  that  the  appellant  had  acted 
as  a  lighterman  within  the  said  limits,  contrary  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said  Act.  And  the  magistrate  then 
adjudged  the  appellant  to  pay  for  his  said  offence  the 
sum  of  6dL,  and  2s.  for  costs. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  waa» 
whether  this  decision  was  correct.  If  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  it  was,  the  conviction  was  to  be 
affirmed;  but  if  the  Court  should  be  of  a  cootrary 
opinion,  then  the  conviction  was  to  be  quashed. 

Scotland^  for  the  respondent.  The  appellant  was 
rightly  convicted.  It  was  admitted  at  the  hearing  that 
he  was  neither  licensed  in  pursuance  o^  or  qualified  ac- 
cording to.  The  Watermen's  and  Lightermen's  Amend- 
ment Act,  1859,  22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.:  sect  54  of 
which  enacts  that  "  If  any  person,  not  being  a  freeman 
licensed  in  pursuance  of  this  Act,  or  an  apprentice, 
qualified  according  to  this  Act,  to  a  freeman  or  to  the 
widow  of  a  freeman  of  the  said  Company"  *' shall  at  any 
time  act  as  a  waterman  or  lighterman,  or  ply  or  work  or 
navigate  any  wherry,  passenger  boat,  lighter,  vessel,  or 
other  craft  upon  the  said  river,  from  or  to  any  place  or 
places"  *'  within  the  limits  of  this  Act,  for  hire  or  gain," 
he  shall  be  subject  to  a  penalty  for  every  such  offence 
not  exceeding  40«.  The  places  within  the  limits  of  the 
Act  are,  by  sect.  8,  declared  to  be  *'  all  parts  of  the 
river  Thames  from  and  opposite  to  and  including 
Teddington  Lock  in  the  counties  of  Middlesex  and  Surrey, 
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to  and  opposite  to  and  inclading  Lower  Hope  Point  near        1860. 
C^rtMvesend  in  the  county  of  KentJ^    The  case  finds  that        Boiok 
ftlme  appellant  worked  and  navigated  a  barge,  for  hire  and       Phmlpj. 
Sr«*in,  at  I^itney,  within  these  limits.     That  being  so,  he 
c^l^arly  committed  the  offence  prohibited  by  sect.  64, 
^*^<i  the  fact  that  the  barge  started  on  its  voyage  firom 
^^^^Idford,  a  place  beyond  the  limits  of  the  Act,  consti- 
"^^-ates  no  defence.     A  main  object  of  the  Act,  as  the 
I>»^amble  recites,  was,  "  that  proper  regulations  should 
"^    made  for  the  navigation  of  barges,  lighters,  boats, 
^»^<1  other  tike  craft  carrying  goods,  wares,  and  merchan- 
dise within  the  limits  of**  the  "  Act,  and  for  the  regula* 
*^*ou  of  the  persons  employed  to  navigate  the  same,  and 
^^t'  the  security  of  passengers  passing  to  and  fro  on  the 
^^i<l  river  in  boats  and  other  craft,  and  for  the  orderly 
^^nduct  of  the  traffic  on  the  said  river."     This  object 
'^^ould   be   in  great  measure  frustrated,  if  unqualified 
P^TSons  can  elude  the  provisions  of  the  Act  by  starting 
^^m  points  a  little  higher  up  the  river  than  Teddington 
^^'OcJu     In  Reed  v.  Ingham  {a)  it  was  held,  upon  the 
Construction  of  the  corresponding  section  (the  37th)  in 
^«  repealed  Act,  7  &  8  6r.  4.  c.  Ixxv.,  that  a  steam-tug 
^aa  not  a  "  wherry,  lighter,  or  other  craft,"  and  therefore 
^^t  a  person  navigating  her  within  the  prescribed  limits 
^98  not  liable  to  the  penalty.     The  decision  is  not  in 
point  here;  but  the  observations  of  Erie  J.,  to  the  effect 
^^t  the  watermen's  privilege  was  given  them  for  the 
P^^blic   good,  on  the  presumption  that  they  would  go 
Aroogh  the  proper  means  of  qualifying  for  the-  duties 
^hich  they  would  have  to  perform,  illustrate  the  inten- 


(«)  3  £'.#^.869. 
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1860.       tion  of  the  Legislature.    [Cockbum  C.  J.    You  need  not 
DoioK       argue    this    point    furlher.      It  would    be   putting  a 
Phelps.       ^^^  al)surd   construction   upon  the  Act  to  hold   that 
the  statutory  prohibition  upon  the  navigation  of  lighters 
by  unqualified  persons  within   the    prescribed    limits 
does  not  operate  if  the  lighter  starts    from  HampUm 
Court  instead  of  Teddmgton;  the  necessity  for  a  com- 
petent qualification  in  the  person  navigating  being  the 
same  in  both  cases.]     That  is  the  only  reasonable  inter- 
pretation of  the  statute.    Walker  v.  Evans  (a)  is  a  direct 
authority  in  favour  of  it     It  was  there  held  that  a 
steam-tug  which  occasionally  plied  to  and  fro  between 
London  Bridge  and  places  to  the  eastward  of  the  Nore 
Liffht  was,  while  employed  on  any  portion  of  the  river 
between  London  Bridge  and  the  Nore  Lights  subject  to 
the  penalties  for  not  consuming  its  own  smoke,  imposed 
by  Stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  107.  s.  1.  on  ''all  steam  vessels 
plying  to  and  fro  between  London  Bridge  and  any  place 
on  the  river  Thames  to  the  westward  of  the  Nore  UghC 
The  only  remaining  point  is,  whether  the  fact  found  in 
the  case  that  the  appellant's  barge  would  have  been 
deemed  a  **  western   barge"*  under   sect.  101    of  the 
repealed  Act,  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  Izzv.,  exempts  him  from 
liability  to  conviction.     It   is  thereby  enacted  ''  That 
nothing  in**  that  ''Act  contained,"  with  some  imma- 
terial exceptions,  "shall  extend  to  any  western  barges; 
and  that  all  flat  bottomed  boats  and  baizes  navigated 
from  the  town  of  Kingston  in  the  county  of  Surrey^  or 
any  place  or  places  beyond   the  said   town,  shall  be 
deemed  western  barges,  and  shall  and  may  be  navigated 
ou  the  said  river  of  (&)  Thames  as  far  as  London  Bridge;"^ 

(a)  2  £.  #  £L  356.  (b)  SHe, 
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**  and  no  person  or  persons  navigrating  such  western  1860. 
barges"  **  shall  in  respect  thereof  be  subject  or  liable  to  dqick 
any  penalties  or  forfeitures  imposed  by  this  Act.**  The  PHli.p«. 
appellant  will  contend  that  this  exemption  in  favour  of 
western  barges  is  preserved  by  sect  7  of  stat.  22  &  23 
Vzct.  e.  cxzxiii.  That  section,  however,  so  far  as  it  is 
material,  merely  enacts  that  the  repeal  of  stat.  7  &  8  6r.  4. 
c»  IxxY.  ** shall  not  affect"  ''any  appointment  or  license 
duly  made  or  granted  under  any  enactment  hereby 
repealed."  And  it  is  manifest  that  the  exemption  of  a 
western  barge  from  penalties  was  neither  an  appointment 
^^  a  license  under  any  repealed  Act.  The  licenses  and 
appointments  referred  to  were  licenses  and  appointments 
Panted  by  the  Watermen's  Company  under  the  powers 
^^  the  former  Act.  "The  recent  Act  contains  numerous 
^^press  exceptions  from  its  operation,  and  had  the  Legis- 
lature intended  to  continue  the  exemption  of  western 
^^^^Iges,  they  would  have  said  so. 

SmriUf  contra.    As  to  the  first  point ;  the  construction 

^^  the  Act  contended  for  by  the  other  side  will  exclude 

^en  who  have  been  navigating  barges  on  the  river  all 

'^eir  lives  from  continuing  to  do  so  within  the  prescribed 

***^ita,  although  mere  apprentices  of  two  years'  standing 

*^^  supposed  competent  for  the  task.  Reed  v.  Ingham  (a) 

^^s  no  further  application  to  the  present  case  than  that 

'^    shews  that  these  Acts,  like  penal  enactments,  are 

^^   he  construed  strictly.     As  to  the  second  point,  the 

^"^gislature,  by  sect.  7  of  the  recent  Act,  intended  to 

^^^e  all  existing  rights  and  exemptions,  although  they 

'^^ght,  no  doubt,  have  used  apter  words  for  that  purpose.' 

•-  ^^>ckburn  C.  J.     The  question  really  narrows  itself  to 

^ia  :   is  the   exem})tion   in   favour  of  western   barges 

(a)  SE.fB,88d. 


\ 
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I860.  contained  in  stat.  7  &  8  (?•  4.  c.  Ixzt.  an  *<appoinU 
Dojc^  ment  or  license  duly  made  or  granted"  under  that  Act, 
Phblps.  within  the  meaning  of  staU  22  &  23  Vict  c.  czxziiL  ? 
And  how  can  it  be  either  the  one  or  the  other? 
HiU  J.  It  is  scarcely  conceivable  that  the  Legisla- 
ture would  not  have  re-enacted  the  provisions  of  the 
old  Act  in  favour  of  western  barges,  had  they  intended 
to  preserve  them.  Cochbum  C.  J.  Stat  7  &  8  (?.  4. 
c.  Ixxv.  s.  37.  corresponds  exactly  with  stat.  22  &  23 
VicL  c.  cxxxiii.  s.  54.  And  the  express  exemption  of 
persons  navigating  western  baiges  from  liability  to  con- 
viction is  found  only  in  the  former  Act.]  That  being 
the  opinion  of  the  Court,  the  point  will  not  be  further 
pressed.  There  is,  however,  a  further  point ;  namely, 
that  sect.  54  does  not  impose  an  absolute  prohibition 
upon  the  navigation  of  a  barge  by  an  unlicensed  person 
within  the  limits  of  the  Act  This  appears  from  sect 
66,  which,  after  prohibiting  the  navigation  of  any  hugs, 
lighter,  boat  and  other  craft,  within  the  limits,  unless  in 
charge  of  a  licensed  lighterman  or  qualified  apprentice, 
under  a  penalty  upon  the  owner  not  exceeding  51^ 
provides  **  that  no  such  penalty  shall  be  payable  if  the 
owner  proves,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  magistrate  or 
Court  before  whom  the  case  is  heard,  that  he  is  unable, 
for  the  usual  compensation,  to  obtain  the  services  of  any 
such  lighterman  or  apprentice.*'  Ability  to  obtain 
those  services,  and  failure,  notwithstanding^  to  obtain 
them,  is  therefore  an  implied  ingredient  in  the  offence 
created  by  sect  54,  and  it  is  consistent  with  the  fiuHs 
stated  in  the  case  that  this  ingredient  was  wanting  in 
*the  alleged  offence  imputed  to  the  appellant  [HiU  J« 
Sect  66  does  not  apply  to  the  navigation  of  a  baige 
for  hire  or  gain,  by  an  unqualified  person,  which  is  the 
offence  prohibited  by  sect.  54.] 
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CocKBiTRN  C.  J-     This  conviction  was  clearly  right.        1860. 

-''  there  is  any  hardship  in  the  present  state  of  the  law,        Doick 

^  *^^  Legislature  alone  can  interfere.  p^I*,, 


Phblps. 


( '^^ohtman  J.  was  absent.) 

*^^^i-  and  Blackburn  Js.  concurred. 


Conviction  affirmed. 


Ex  parte  Bartlett.  ^^^''^f^^K.x. 

*  November  lotn. 

'INGLAKE  Seijt.  moved,  on  behalf  of  John  Bart-  Stat  5  &  6 
^^  letty  for  a  rule  calling  on  three  justices  of  Somer-  s.  96.  enacta, 

"^**^jre  to  shew  cause  why  they  should  not  make  an  order,  the  hear^g 


!^^^er  Stat.  5  &  6  IF.  4.  c.  60.  s.  95.,  directing  that  an  ^^0118^^^- 

^^^ictment  should  be  preferred  against  the  inhabitants  ^S  the  repair 

^^^  «^  ^   ^^  ofanyhigh- 

^  -^ast  Coker  for  the  non-repair  of  a  certain  highway,  way  the  duty 


or  obligation 

Xt  appeared  from  the  applicant's  affidavit  that,  on  29th  of  such  repaim 

"^^«yitft  1860,  he  laid  an  information  before  a  justice  of  the  surveyor" 

^t^e  county,  alleging  that  a  highway  called  Isles  Lane,  allegedto he 

^^  the  parish  of  East  Coker,  in  the  said  county,  extend-  ^Jh^the  m- 

^^g  from  its  connection  with  the  public  highway  from  fehaif'of'the 

-fi<i*£   Coker  to  Pendomer  to  the  point  which  connects  inhabitants  of 

^  ^  the  parish," 

^t  Vuh  the  highway  from  East  Coker  to  Sutton  Bingham,   "^V^^,*]*®2 
^         •'  Tf         *    be  lawful  for" 

^^afi  out  of  repair,  and  that  the  parish  of  East  Coker  was  the  "justices" 

in  SDecial  ses- 

chargeable  with  the  repair;  that  thereupon  the  justice  sionsforthe 

highways. 
^  before  whom 

^e  sommonB  is  heard,  "  and  they  are  hereby  rec^uired,  to  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to 
P^  prefened*'  "at  the  next  assizes"  "  against  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish'*  "  for  suffer- 
***^and  pennitting  the  said  highway  to  be  out  of  repair." 

Held,  that,  although  where  the  road  alleged  to  be  out  of  repair  is  admitted  at  the 
uettnng  to  be  a  highway  and  to  need  repair,  and  only  the  liability  to  repair  is  disputed 
^y  the  parish,  this  section  renders  it  imperative  on  the  justices  to  order  an  indictment 
^  ^  preferred,  they  have  no  jurisdiction  to  make  such  an  order,  if  it  appears  that  the 
P^'^  has  already  been  acquitted  on  a  similar  indictment. 

TOL.  m.  8  E.   &   E. 
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1860.        issued  a  summons  to  the  surveyor  of  the  said  parish,  to 
jg^  ^^^      appear  before  the  justices  at  the  next  special  highway 
Bartlett.     Sessions  for  that  division  of  the  county,  to  be  holden 
on    5th    September,    1860;  that  at   those  Sessions   the 
surveyor  appeared  before  the  three  justices  called  upon 
by  the  proposed  rule,  and,  on  behalf  of   the   parish  ^^ 

denied  the  duty  or  obligation  to  repair,  on   the  ground        ^^    '^ 
that  a  previous  indictment  against  the  inhabitants  of  the      ^^ 
parish,   for  the  non-repair  of  the  same   highway,  had   .^^ 
been  preferred  by  order  of  justices,  under  stat.  5  &  6^^ 
fF.  4.  c.  50,  8.  95.,  and  a  verdict  of  acquittal  had  beeir-^- . 
returned  thereon^  at  the  last  Lent  Assizes  for  the  countj 
That  thereupon  the  applicant  applied  to  the  justices  t. 
order,  under  the  95th  section  of  the  said  Act,  an  indica 
ment  to  be  preferred  against  the  parish;    which  the 
refused  to  do.     The  affidavit  further  stated  that,  at  tl 
trial  of  the  indictment  at  the  Lent  Assizes,  conclusi^ 
evidence  was  given  of  user  of  the  lane  by  the  public,  as 

a  highway,  for  the  last  fifty  years  and  upwards,  and  t^^Ei  3ae 
a  large  portion  of  such  highway  had  been  from  time  to 

time  repaired  by  the  parish  of  East  Coker;  and  tiate^^aiBt, 
among  other  grounds  of  defence,  the  defendants  tL   ^».  <n 
contended  that  a  portion  of  the  highway  was  not  wit  '^Mizmln 
their  parish ;  and  the  jury,  after  being  locked  up  nean.  :■*/) 
five  hours,  gave  a  verdict  of  acquittal,  which  was  aga.i  s^ist 
the  evidence  and  the  summing  up  of  the  presiding  JucJ^ge. 
There  were  also  affidavits  of  aged  persons,  as  to  the  ti^^er 
of  the  lane  for  many  years  as  a  highway  :  and  that  a  gr^^s'at 
portion  of  it  had  been  confessedly  repaired  by  the  parE«h 
of  East  Coker,  vrith  hard  materials,  for  a  number  of  yea 


Kinglake  Serjt.,  for  his  rule.   The  justices  were  bou^^^^ 
to  order  the  indictment  to  be  preferred.  Stat. 5  &  6^.        ^* 


Bartlgtt. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  256 

€?.  SO.  9.  95.  enacts  "  That  if  on  the  hearing  of  any"        i860. 

**  summons  respecting  ihe  repair  of  any  highway  ihe      ExpartT" 

duty  or  obligation   of  such  repairs  is  denied  by  the 

surveyor  on  behalf  of  the  inhabitants  of  the  parish/'  "  it 

sHall  then  be  lawful  for  such  justices  and  they  are  hereby. 

^^ecjuired  to  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to  be  preferred" 

^^  at  the  next  Assizes"  *' against  the  inhabitants  of  the 

"parish''  "  for  suffering  and  permitting  the  said  highway 

^o  be  out  of  repair."    This  enactment  is  imperative,  and 

leaves  the  justices  no  discretion ;  Regina  v.  Amould  (a). 

L-^itf  J.     There  is  this  distinction   between  that  case 

^^d  the  present,  that,  here,  the  road  has  been  found  by 

^«e  verdict  of  a  jury  not  to  be  a  highway  repairable  by 

^'^Q  parish.     I  think  that  the  justices  are  justified  in 

^^clining  to  make  an  order  if  they  have  proof  before 

^^cm  that  the  parish  is  not  liable.]     The  verdict  was  a 

R^neral  one  of  Not  guilty :  but,  if  it  is  an  answer  to  a 

**"^h  indictment,  it  may  be  given  in  evidence  at  the 

^^aL   [Blackburn  J.  It  uppears  from  Reffinav,Heanor{b), 

^oat  an  indictment  ought  not  to  be  preferred  against  the 

Parish,  unless  the  road  is  a  highway.] 

CocKBURN  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  there  should 

l^e  no  rule.  This  is  an  application  to  us  for  our  summary 

interposition,  the  exercise  of  which  is  discretionary,  and 

ought  not^  I  think,  to  be  put  in  force  in  the  present 

ease.    It  is  clear  that  stat.  5  &  6    W.  4.  c.  50.  $.  95. 

recjuires  the  justices   to   direct  an   indictment  to  be 

preferred,  only  where  the  liability  to  repair  the  road  is 

disputed  and   it  has  not  been  already  determined  by 

verdict  that  the  road  is  not  a  highway.     It  is  evident 

(a)  SE.^B.  550.  (h)  G  Q,  B.  745. 

8   2 


256  MICHAELMAS  TERM, 

1H60.  that,  if  this  rule  were  granted,  parishes  might  be  per- 
Ex  parte  petuallj  harassed  by  fresh  indictments  for  the  non-repair 
of  roads,  their  liability  to  repair  which  had  ahready  been 
negatived  by  the  verdict  of  a  jnry*  That  would  en- 
courage a  vexatious  course  of  proceeding.  Our  refusal 
to  grant  this  application  does  not,  on  the  other  hand* 
preclude  the  applicant  from  preferring  an  indictment 
against  the  parish  at  common  law. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Sects.  94  and  95 
of  Stat.  5  &  6  W,  4.  c.  50.  apply  only  to  the  case  of  an 
admitted  highway.  In  order  to  found  the  jurisdiction 
of  the  justices  to  make  the  order  for  an  indictment  the 
road  must  be  a  highway,  and  it  must  be  out  of  repair; 
which  latter  hct  the  justices  are  to  ascertain  either  in 
person  or  by  a  surveyor.  Then  comes  the  question  of 
the  liability  to  repair.  If  that  only  is  disputed,  and  the 
facts  are  admitted,  the  justices  are  to  order  an  indict- 
ment to  be  preferred,  but  not  otherwise. 

Blackburn  J.  Sect  95  assumes  that  there  is  a 
highway,  and  that  it  is  out  of  repair.  These  two  fiicts 
are  conditions  precedent  to  the  justices  acting  in  the 
matter.  When  these  facts  have  been  established,  and 
not  before,  the  justices  have  no  discretion  to  refnae  to 
direct  an  indictment  to  be  preferred  against  those  by 
whom  the  liability  to  repair  is  denied. 

Rule  refused. 
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1860. 


-^<Xj.,  appellant,  against  Thobncboft,  respondent.  y^^^^^\^^ 

^SE  stated  under  sUt  20  &  2 1  Fict.  c.  43.  Stat.  4  &  5 

At  a  Petty  Sessions  of  the  justices  for  Brighton^  ,  '^'  enactg, 

^^^1%X  on  \bi\i  December,  1859,  an  information  came  on  !^^^^® 

*^^«'   learimr  which  had,  on  5th  December,  1859,  been  laid  which  any 
^  ^  ^  '  •  poor  person 

*-^  J'   ^muel  Thomcroft,  the  respondent,  assistant  overseer  whose  settlo- 

_^  .^  »  ^  ment  shall  be 

^^^    the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Brighton,  charging  that  the  in  question  at 

^^^Urchwardensand  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  granting  relief 

^^^M'ihmpton,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  and  Henry  Hill,  fitted  or  ' 

finally  ad- 
1^  judged  to 

*^^long  shaH  be  chargeable  with  and  liable  to  pay  the  cost"  "  of  the"  "  maintenance  of  such 
^^^^oy  person,  and  such  cost"  "  may  be  recovered  against  such  parish  in  the  same  manner 
^^  «jiy  penalties  or  forfeitures  are  by  this  Act  recoTerable :"  provided  that  such  parish 
^^^^U  pay  to  the  relieving  parish  such  cost  from  such  time  only  as  notice  that  the  poor 
1^^9-aon  has  become  chargeable  shall  have  been  sent  by  the  relieving  parish  to  the  parish 
^^  ttctUement.  By  sect.  79  no  poor  person  is  to  be  removed,  under  an  order  of  removal, 
^^^^  twenty-one  days  after  written  notice  of  his  being  chai^^eable  has  been  sent  by  the 
^^llering  parish  to  the  parish  of  settlement,  have  elapsed  without  an  appeal  by  the  latter 
^^^cish  against  the  order  of  removal  By  sect.  99,  penalties  and  forfeitures  under  the  Act 
^^*^  made  recoverable  by  information  before  justices  and  their  order  thereon,  no  time 
^^ciag  limited  for  laying  the  information. 

Sut.  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  43.  «,  11.  enacts,  *•  That  in  all  cases  where  no  time  is"  "specially 
^^Hiited  for^'  "laying  any"  "information  in  the  Act"  "of  Parliament  relating  to  eacn 
P;acticular  case,"  "  such  information  shall  be  laid  within  six  calendar  months  from  the 
^xt&e  when  the  matter  of  such"  "  information"  "  arose."  By  sect.  35,  "  Nothing  in  this 
-^ct  shall  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  warrant  or  order  for  the  removal  of 
^Aj  po(ff  person  who"  "shall  become  chargeable  to  any  parish." 

An  order  having  been  made  for  the  removal  of  a  female  pauper,  written  notice  of  her 
^hargeability  was  sent  by  the  relieving  parish  to  the  parish  of  settlement,  which  did  not 
appeal  against  the  order  of  removal  At  the  date  of  the  order  the  pauper  was  pregnant, 
wough  not  unable  to  bear  removal  She  so  continued  for  some  months,  ana  was  not 
Actually  removed  till  after  her  delivery,  and  five  months  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
^baigeabiUty.  Nearly  six  years  after  her  removal,  the  relieving  parish  laid  an  information 
l>ef ore  justices  against  the  parish  of  settlement,  for  the  cost  of  her  maintenance  from  the 
time  of  the  service  of  the  notice  of  chargeability  to  that  of  her  actual  removal:  and  the 
justices  made  an  order  for  the  full  amoimt. 

On  appeal  by  the  parish  of  settlement  against  this  order :  held,  First,  that  the  relieving 
Pariah  was  entitled,  under  stat.  A&5W.4.C.  7(5.  ss.  79.  84  and  99,  to  the  cost  of  the 
V^^apet'B  maintenance  only  for  the  twenty-one  days  next  after  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
chargeability.  Secondly,  that  the  information  on  which  the  order  was  founded  was  laid 
too  late,  by  reason  of  stat.  11  &  12  Vict,  c.  43.  9.  11, ;  and  was  not  within  the  exemption 
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1860.        the  appellant,  assistant  overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  same  ^ 

^^        parish,  being  the  parish  to  which  one  Elizabeth  Hill  and  ^^^ 

her  illegitimate  child,  James   Hill,   poor  persons,  had  Xi^ti 

been  adjudged  to  belongs  had  refused  and  still  did  refuse  ^»^ 

to  pay  to  the  directors  and  guardians  and  the  assistant  jf  mzm 

overseer  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Brighton  aforesaid,  «X>j 

the  sum  of  102.  Vis.  3cf.,  being  the  cost  and  expense  of  *2€=> 

the  relief  and  maintenance  of  such  poor  persons  under  -a^^^J 

an  order  of  two  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  county  of         "^o 
Sussex^  dated  6th  October ^  1853,  for  the  removal  of  the  ^kM,:. 

said  Elizabeth  Hill  and  her  said  child  from  the  said  parish  -mJ.^  m 

o{  Brighton  to  the  said  parish  of  CuUompton,  from  the  time  ^  forj 

that  notice  of  such  order  and  of  the  said  poor  persons  having  T^  trm  i 
become  chargeable  to  the  said  parish  of  Brighton  bad  JE>.ff2.a 
been  sent  by  such  parish  to  the  said  parish  of  CuUompton.         ^s^cr^;; 

The  facts  of  the  case  proved  before  the  justices  were       ^^rm  ^ti 
as  follows. 

On  6th   October^  1853,  an  order  for  the  removal  of^c>   of 
Elizabeth  Hill  and  her  illegitimate,  child,  James  HiOT^ 
from  the  parish  of  Brighton  to  the  parish  of  CtdlompUn^^ 
was  duly  made  by  two  justices  for  the  county  of  ^i 
On  14th  October^  1853,  a  copy  of  the  said  order 
removal,  with  notice  of  chaigeability  and  grounds     ^^ 
removal,  was  duly  sent  by  post  by  the  directors  ai 
guardians  of  the  poor  of  the  parish  of  Brighton  to 
overseers  of  the  parish  of  Cullompton.    Elizabeth 
was,  at  the  time  of  the  said  order  being  made,  maintaii 
in  the  workhouse  of  Brighton.     She  was  pregnam 
that  time,  and  was  delivered  at  the  said  workhouse  on 

3rd  January^  1854.     By  reason  of  such  pregnancy  ^a^mmxd 
delivery,    and  the  delicate  state  of  her  health  cacm — ^se-         ,'^: 
quent  thereupon,  she  could  not  be  removed  under     ^HKiie        ^^ 
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®«W  order  till  9th  March,  1854.     During  all  that  lime        i860. 

®*ie  coDtinued  an  inmate  of  the  workhouse  of  Brighton,         hill 

^*id  during  such  time  her  said  child,  James  Hill,  died. 

^^1  9th  March,  1854,  the  said  order  was  executed  by 

^*>e  delivery  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hill  and  the  infant 

^^  ^hich  she  had  given  birth  after  the  making  of  the 

^^'d  order,   with  a  duplicate  of  the  said  order  and  a 

^^^tcment  of  charges  for  maintenance,  to  the  assistant 

^^^^rseer  of  Cullomptan  at  Cullompton ;  and  the  sum  of 

^^s  1^9.  Sd,  was  then  demanded  of  the  said  assistant 

^^^^rseer  of  Cullompton  as  due  to  the  parish  of  Brighton 

^^^T"  the  maintenance  of  the  said  paupers,  but  was  not  then 

f^^id  and  has  not  since  been  paid.     The  said  sum  of 

^  0£  \2s.Sd.  had  been  expended  by  the  parish  of  Bright 

**>»^  for  the  maintenance  of  the  said  Elizabeth  Hill  and  her 

^^•id  child  James  Hill  and  her  said  infant,  from  the  time 

"^  ten  the  copy  of  the  said  order  of  removal  and  the  notice 

^^**  chargeability  and  grounds  of  removal  were  sent  to  the 

^'Vcrseers  of  Cullompton,  to  the  time  of  the  said  Elizabeth 

-^itf  and  infant  being  removed  under  the  said  order ; 

^Od  the  sum   of  3/.    14«.  1  Id.,   part  of  such   sum   of 

lOiL  12«.  3d,,  was  expended  more  than  six  years  before 

^lie  information  was  laid. 

It  was  objected  on  behalf  of  the  defendants ;  First, 
tbat  the  information  ought  to  have  been  laid  within 
BIX  months  from  the  time  of  the  said  sum  of  10/.  125.  3d. 
being  demanded,  as  required  by  stat.  11  &  12  Vict. 
^*  43.  s.  11.,  and  that  this  was  not  a  proceeding  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  that  Act  by  the  35th  section 
thereof.  Secondly,  that  the  order  ought  to  have  been 
**wpended,  and  notice  of  such  suspension  sent  to  the 
overseers  of  Cullompton.      Thirdly,   that   the   moneys 
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IS60.       expended  more  than  six  yean  before  the  information  ^i^^ 

H,,^        was  laid,  were  irrecoverable,  by  reason  of  the  Statute  of  "^o 

Limitations. 

The  justices  decided  against  the  defendants,  and  made  ^Xj 

an  order  for  the  payment  of  the  \0L  I2s.  3d.,  and  the  ^ff. 

costs  incurred  before  them.     The  grounds  of  their  deci-  — m^^ 

sion  were  that  they  considered  this  proceeding  was,  by 
the  35th  section  of  stat.  11  &  12  VkL  e.  43.,  excepted 
from  the  operation  of  that  statute ;  that  Elizabeth  HUl 
was  not  at  the  time  of  making  the  order  imable  to  travel 
from  any  cause  other  than  her  pr^nancy,  which  did  not 
aflFbrd  legal  ground  for  the  suspension  of  the  order; 
and  that  the  Statute  of  Limitations  was  no  bar  to  the 
recoTery  of  the  moneys  expended  more  than  six  years 
preTioualy  to  the  information  being  laid  as  directed  by 
staU  4  &  5  TT.  4.  c  76.  s.  84.  (a). 

Twmluwm,  for  the  appellant  (ft).     It  is  not  now  con* 
tended,  for  the  appellant,  that  the  Statute  of  Umiti 
was  a  bar  to  the  information.    The  first  and 
question  is  whether  the  information  was  not  too 
considering  the  yeais  which  bad  elapsed  since  the 
of  remoTal  was  made.    That  it  was  so  is  diewn  by 

(a)  Ko  (|«wtta»  w«s  stated  &r  the  oputioo  of  the  Govt. 

(5)  Winbt^sduof^  XMvmder  lith.    Aecocdxzig  to  the  pnetiee  of 
Couzt.  coaiwel  ia  support  of  tht?  uubnutioa  woold  have  bcgu. 
itepoocknt,  ho««T«r.  had  made  de&itlt  ul  deKveRBg  to  Ae  Jadpa  i 
oi  the  cade  stated.  Th<*  appellaat  h^  coocw^aeiith;  defirsad  then    — *-     ^^ibr 
him ;  h«t  aa  thej  had  aeither  beea  paui  fix;  aor  haai  aaj  depoaita  1 
aude  with  the  Xaster  in  purraaiice  of  dbe  ItMi  pnetm  nZe  of  , 
T(rcm»  1{^  ^uaie  appacahle  bv  oni»  o£  the  Jiaign  of  Mki 
Twm»  1^7.  to  caatw  stated  tmdtfr  stat.  d)  <St  21  jrk<  c^  AX  die  i 
eould  Bot  now  hear  coaoeel  for  the  reepcodeat :  has  azraaged  to  dc 
oa  the  next  Oowa  p«per  day.  oa  the  reepoodaot  eooip^j^xBi^  vith 
rule  ia  the  iateciau 
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^  I    &  12   VkL  c.  43.  s.  11.,  which  enacts  <«That  in  all        i860. 

?8  where  no  time  is  ahrcady  or  shall  hereafter  be         ^^^ 

irially  limited  for  making  any"  **  complaint  or  laying   TuoaK^iioiT. 

^ jr"  "  information  in  the  Act  or  Acts  of  Parliament 

^I«a.ting  to  each  particular  case,  such  complaint  shall  be 

^<^c3e  and  such  information   shall  be  laid'  within  six 

sndar  months  from  the  time  when  the  matter  of  such 

fiplaint  or  information  respectively   arose.**      That 

^tion  applies  to  the  information  in  the  present  case. 

ic  respondent  will  contend  that  it  does  not,  by  reason 

«ect.  35,  which  enacts  **That  nothing  in  this   Act 

^I^c^  extend  or  be  construed  to  extend  to  any  warrant 

^^*"     order  for  the  removal  of  any  poor  person  who  is  or 

^■^cill  become  chargeable  to  any  parish,  township,  or 

T^l^tce;**  but  the  operation  of  that  clause  is  limited  to  the 

'^^'^jTant  or  order  for  removal  itself,  and  does  not  extend 

^o    a  subsequent  independent  order  for  the  payment  of 

^^penses  of  maintenance.     This  is  shewn  clearly  by  the 

language  of  the  following  clause  of  the  section,  which, 

^9  regards  lunatics,  does  in  terms  exempt  from  the  ope- 

I'^^tion  of  the  Act  ^*  complaints  or  orders   made   with 

*^^«peci**  not  only  to  them  but  to  '*  the  expenses  incurred 

^or  the   lodging,  maintenance,   medicine,  clothing  or 

^^sureof  *'  them.    The  information,  therefore,  was  required, 

^J  sect.   11,   to  be  laid  within   six  months  from   the 

^iine  when  the  matter  of  the  information  arose.     The 

I'eason  for  the  distinction   made   by   the    Legislature 

V>etween  the  cases   of    common    paupers  and   lunatic 

paopers  is  that,  before  stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43.,  the  ex- 

pcnses  of  the  maintenance  of  the  former  were  recoverable 

«nder  stat  4  &  5  »^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  99.,  by  which  no  time 

^^  limited  for  the   recovery:   whereas   those  of  the 

iQaintenance  of  the  latter  were,  by  slat.  8  &  9  Vict. 
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1860.  c.  126.  88.  62,  63,  64,  recoverable  only  in  respect  of 
Hill  ^^  twelve  calendar  months  beforethe  date  of  an  order. 
ThobIoroft  ^^^  same  remark  applies  to  orders  in  bastardy  made 
against  putative  fathers ;  which  are  also,  by  stat  11  &  12 
Vict,  c,  43. 8,  35.,  exempted  from  the  operation  of  that 
Act,  they  being  already  provided  for  by  stat.  7  &  8  Fid. 
c.  101.  88.  2 — 5.  There  would  be  manifest  injustice  in 
holding,  as  the  respondent  asks  the  Court  to  do,  the  in- 
habitants of  a  parish  to  be  liable  to  pay  the  expenses  of 
the  relief  of  a  pauper  nearly  six  years  before ;  for  great 
part  of  the  inhabitants  must  have  changed  in  the  interval. 
Secondly,  the  order  of  removal  ought  to  have  been 
suspended.  The  facts  material  to  this  point  are  stated 
very  obscurely  in  the  case.  Admitting,  however,  that 
the  pauper's  pregnancy,  alone,  would  not  have  amounted 
to  sickness  rendering  her  unable  to  travel,  it  appears 
from  the  case  that  she  was  also  in  a  delicate  state  of 
health,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  she  could  not  be 
removed  during  all  the  time  from  6th  October,  1853,  to 
9th  Marchj  1854.  From  these  statements  the  inference 
fairly  arises  that  she  was  so  ill  that  it  would  have  been 
dangerous  for  her  to  travel.  If  so,  stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101. 
8.  2.  applies ;  which,  after  reciting  that  poor  persons  are 
often  removed  or  passed  to  the  place  of  their  settlement 
during  the  time  of  their  sickness,  to  the  great  danger  of 
their  lives,  enacts  "  That  in  case  any  poor  person  shall 
from  henceforth  be  brought  before  any"  *' justices"  "fcnr 
the  purpose  of  being  removed  from  the  place  where  he 
or  she  is  inhabiting  or  sojourning,  by  virtue  of  any  order 
of  removal,"  '*aad  it  shall  appear  to  the  said"  ^'justices 
that  such  poor  person  is  unable  to  travel,  by  reason  of 
sickness  or  other  infirmity^  or  that  it  would  be  dangerous 
for  him  or  her  so  to  do,  the'*  "justices  making  such 
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^^^^Tof  removar  '*are  hereby  required  and  authorised        i860. 

^^^     Suspend  the  execution  of  the  same  until  they  are         ^^ 

^^t:isfied  that  it  may  safely  be  executed  without  danger   xuoencroft 

^c>    ^ny  person  who  is  the  subject  thereof:  which  suspen- 

B^oi:^  of,  and  subsequent  permission  to  execute  the  same^ 

^l:ft.«^I  be  respectively   indorsed  on   the  said  order  of 

:Mrie^aaovar  *'and  signed  by  such"  "justices."    [Cockbum 

C3  .    J.    What  is  there  in  the  case^  as  stated,  to  shew  us 

tba,t  when  the  application  for  the  order  of  removal  was 

Tn.cA.^e  it  appeared  to  the  justices  that  the  pauper  was 

ac^4Eable  to  travel?    It  is  consistent  with  the  facts  stated 

tb^cft^t  the  sickness,   if   any,    which   disabled  her  from 

trcK^elling,  supervened  after  the  making  of  that  order.] 

Tl:^«  case  seems   to   find   that   the   inability  to  travel 

eaK.i«ted  when  the  order  was  made.     If  it  did,  the  order 

of    removal  ought  to  have  been  suspended ;  and  notice 

tbereof  given  by  the  respondent  to  the  appellant,  under 

8^^t4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.,  which  enacts  "That  no 

^l^arges  or  expenses  of  relief  or  maintenance  shall  be 

^^coverable  under  a  suspended  order  of  removal  unless 

^^tice  of  such  order  of  removal,   with  a  copy  of  the 

^^e,  and  of  the  examination  upon  which  such  order 

^«  made,  shall  have  been  given  within  ten  days  of 

^^h  order  being  made  to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of 

•^^   parish  to   whom   such   order  is    directed."      That 

^actment,   however,  it  is  admitted,  is  not  a    bar    to 

^^^    recovery  of  the  costs  and  expenses  for  which  the 

^^Qr  was  made  in   the  present  case:  the  information 

^^^     them  having  been  founded  on  the  original  order 

^^moval. 

C?.  Denman  was  now  heard  for  the  respondent  (a), 
(a)  See  note  {b\  p.  260. 


Thorxckor. 
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1860.  T^o  begin  with  the  second  point.  The  case  does  not 
^^^i;  fell  within  Stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  s.  2. ;  for  the  justices  hare 
not  found  as  a  feet  that  it  appeared  to  the  justices  who 
made  the  order  of  removal  that  the  pauper  was  then 
unable  to  travel,  bj  reason  of  sickness.  All  that  is  (bund 
is,  that  she  was  then  pregnant ;  but  pregnancy,  per  se, 
does  not  amount  to  sickness;  Regina  Y.nuddeng/ield(a). 
And  the  statute  does  not  provide  for  the  suspension  of 
an  order  of  removal  upon  a  sickness  supervening  after 
it  is  made :  the  order  can  be  suspended  only  at  the  time 
it  is  made;  Retina  v.  Llanllechid {b).  The  order  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  pauper's  munte- 
nance  was  rightly  made  by  the  justices  under  the  Bist 
clause  of  stau  4  &  5  fFl  4.  c  76.  «.  84.,  which  enacta 
'^That  the  parish  to  which  any  poor  person  whose 
settlement  shall  be  in  question  at  the  time  of  granting 
relief  shall  be  admitted  or  finally  adjudged  to  belong 
shall  be  chargeable  with  and  liable  to  pay  the  cost  and 
expense  of  the  relief  and  maintenance  of  such  poor 
person,  and  such  cost  and  expense  may  be  recovered 
against  such  parish  in  the  same  manner  as  any  penalties 
or  forfeitures  are  by  this  Act  recoverable:  Provided 
always  that  such  parish,  if  not  the  parish  granting  soch 
relief,  shall  pay  to  the  parish  by  which  such  relief  shall 
be  granted  the  cost  and  expense  of  such  relief  and 
maintenance  from  such  time  only  as  notice  of  such  poor 
person  having  become  chargeable  shall  have  been  sent 
by  such  relieving  parish  to  the  parish  to  which  such  poor 
person  shall  be  so  admitted  or  finally  adjudged  to  belong.** 
Under  this  section  the  appellant's  parish  was  clearly 
liable  to  the  expenses  of  the  pauper's  maintenance  firom 

(a)  7  £  #  B.  794.  (ft)  2£L  #  £1  a30. 


T. 

Thorroeoit. 
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^"*th  October,  1853,  on  which  day  notice  of  her  having        i860. 

^^^'^^ome  chargeable  was  sent  to  the  overseers  by  post ;  a        hill 

"^^^e  of  service  expressly  sanctioned  by  sect.  79.  [Hill  J. 

^*^ot.  84  roust  be  construed  as  giving  to  the  relieving 

I^^ri«h  the  coats  of  the  pauper's  maintenance  for  such 

Period  only  as  the  settlement  shall  be  in  question.     By 

^^€*c  79  that  period  may  be  either  twenty-one  days  after 

^H^  receipt  by  the  parish  of  settlement  of  notice  of  the 

P&^sper*s  chargeability  and  of  the  order  of  removal ;  or 

<  fxriod  shorter  or  longer  according  as  the  parish  of  set- 

M^muent,  before  the  twenty-one  days  expire,  submits  to  or 

8*  ^^^es  notice  of  appeal  against  the  order.     In  the  present 

e,  the  period  was  the  twenty-one  days.     How,  then, 

i  the  respondent  be  entitled  to  an  order  for  expenses 

•^^^^snied  since  they  expired?]     Sect.  84  puts  no  limit 

'^^S^^n  the  amount  of  expenses  recoverable.     It  cannot 

'^•^^'^e  been  intended  that,  in  every  case  like  the  present, 

^*^^  relieving  parish  should  remove  the  pauper  within 

^^^«  twenty-one  days,  no  matter  what  the  state  of  the 

V^'^tiper*s  health  may  be,  on  pain  of  having  to  be  at  the 

^^^=>^  of  his  maintenance  during  the  time  of  any  further 

^^lay.    [Cockbum   C.   J.     If   your  argument  is  well 

^^  winded,  the  relieving  parish  might  keep  the  pauper  for 

^'^'^enty  years  and  charge  the  parish  of  settlement  with 

*-«€  expense.]     Such  an  abuse  would  not  be  warranted 

^^  the  Act    Sut.  4  &  5  ^.  4 .  c.  76.  s.  84.  is  an  enactment 

^*^dependent  of  stat  35  G.  3.  c.  101.  s.  2. ;   In  re  The 

^^^^ereeere  of  Chedgrave  (a).     The  later  statute  provides 

*^medy  cumulative  upon  that  given  by  the  earlier ; 

^^  was  intended  to  meet  the  case  where  the  pauper's 

^^Wness  supervenes  after  the  order  of  removal,  though 

(a)  20L.J.N.8.M.a23. 
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1860.        T)ot  apparent  at  the  time  the  order  is  made.     [^Coekbum 
Hhx        C.  J.     Sect.  84  of  Stat.  4  &5  H^.4.c.  76.  must  be  read 
THOBMOBorr.  *^  connection  with  the  previous  sections,  beginning  with 
sect.  79 ;   and,  so  read,  must  receive  the  construction 
which  my  brother  Hill  has  pointed  out.]     At  all  events, 
even  if  the  Court  adopt  that  construction,  the  respon* 
dent  was  entitled  to  an  order  for  the  costs  of  the  pauper's 
maintenance   for  the  twentj-one  days   next  after   the 
notice  of  chargeabilitj  was  sent ;  unless  the  infornnatioii.       j 
was  too  late,  by  reason  of  stat  11  &  \2Vict  c  43.  «.  !!• 
But,  lastly,  the  justices  were  right  in  holding  that  tha^   ^ 
section  did  not  apply  to  the  case ;    seeing  that  sect.  3&  ^ 
exempts  from  the  operation  of  the  Act  any  warrant  <»^^^ 
order  for  the  removal  of  a  pauper.     The  costs  of   tk.^^ 
relief  and  maintenance  of  a  pauper,  pending  remov^f;^ 
are  closely  connected  with  and  incident  to  the  order    ^^ 
removal.      \^Hill  J.     Sect  35  is  silent  about  matt^^^ 
connected  with  or  incident  to  an  order  of  removifc.ly 
The  words  "  order  of  removal^'  are  su£5cient  to  inclcac^  ^ 
all  such  matters.    The  ^^  complaints  upon  which"  ^^yimm.^^ 
ces**  ^^  may  make  an  order  for  the  payment  of  monej^^^-y, 
mentioned  in  sect.  8,  cannot  have  been  meant  to  inrliii"  m   iifi 
complaints  founded  upon  an  order  of  removal ;  othcK  '^^^^ 
wise  sect.  35  would  be  practically  reduced  to  a  nuUitj^^.^' 
[Hill  J.     By  Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  a.  84.  the  cost  aA»  «^^ 
expense  of  the  pauper's  relief  and  maintenance  are  mad^^^' 
recoverable  "  in  the  same  manner  as  any  penalties  o*^^^ 
forfeitures  are  by  this  Act  recoverable  f  that  is,  by  sect^"*^ 
99,  by  an  order  of  justices  made  on  a  distinct  informa — '-^ 
tion,  and  enforceable  by  distress.] 

Tomlinson^  in  reply,  was  stopped. 


f 


Thorncroft. 
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CocKBDRN  C.  J.     As  to  ihe  first  question,  it  appears        i860. 
^o  me  that  stat.  4  &  5  fV.  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.  does  not  entitle         ^^^ 
the  parish  of  Brighton  to  any  further  costs  of  the  pauper's 
maiDtenance  beyond  those  incurred  during  the  twenty- 
one  days  next  following  the  notice  of  chargeability  given 
to  the  parish  of  Collumpton.     It  appears  clear  that  this 
seotion  was  intended  to  apply,  only,  to  the   expenses 
inourred   by   the    relieving    parish   during   the   period 
griven  by  previous  sections  to  the  parish  of  settlement, 
in    which  to  consider  whether  to  submit  to  or  appeal 
ai^inst  the  order  of  removal.     Sect.  79  having  provided 
that  a  pauper  should  not  be  removable,  in  a  case  where 
no  appeal  was  brought,  until  twenty-one  days  after  the 
X"eceipt  by  the  parish  of   settlement  of  the    notice   of 
ohaigeability ;  or,  if  an  appeal  was  brought,  until  the 
appeal  was  finally  determined ;  sect.  84  fixes  the  parish 
of  settlement  with  the  costs  of  the  pauper's  relief  and 
niaintenance  during  this  suspension  of  removal.     But 
that  section  appears  to  make  no  provision  for  a  case  in 
^hich,  sickness  of   the  pauper  supervening  after   the 
^^aking  of  the  order  of  removal,  it  becomes  dangerous 
oir  anadvisable  to  remove  him  at  the  expiration  of  the 
tMrenty-one  days.     Upon  the  authorities  it  is  clear  that 
^^^  order  of  removal  can  be  suspended  only  at  the  time  it 
^^    made,  and  if  the  justices  who  make  it  are  at  that  time 
'^^lisfied  that  the  pauper  is  then  in  an  unfit  state  for 
'■^^wnoval.     The  omission  by  the  Legislature  to  give  the 
J  ^^  stices  a  like  power  in  the  event  of  sickness,  causing 
'  *^  ability  to  bear  removal,  afterwards  supervening,  may 
^"^^ry  possibly  form  good  ground  for  a  remedial  Act  of 
irliament ;  but  cannot  be  cured  by  us.     The  parish 
BrigJUan  would  therefore  be  entitled  to  no  more  than 
^  *^e  twenty-one  days'  expenses.     These  they  might  have 
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1860.  recovered  but  for  the  difficulty  presented  by  stat.  11  & 
Hiix  12  Vict  c.  43.  8.  11. ;  and  this  brings  me  to  the  second 
Thorhoroft.  po5"t  i"  ^^^  c*^s®-  That  section  imposes  six  calendar 
months  from  the  time  when  the  matter  of  a  complaint  or 
information  arises,  as  the  period  of  limitation  within  which 
a  complaint  or  information,  not  theretofore  restricted  as  to 
time,  must  be  made.  It  is  admitted  that  the  information 
in  the  present  case  fell  within  the  operation  of  this  enact- 
ment unless  it  is  exempted  therefrom  by  sect.  35  of  the 
same  statute ;  and  I  think  that  it  is  not  sa  Sect.  35  is  in 
terms  limited  to  **  any  warrant  or  order  for  the  removal 
of  any  poor  person."  In  the  case  before  us,  the  order 
of  justices  is  neither  a  warrant  nor  an  order  for  removal, 
but  simply  an  order  for  the  payment  of  costs  and 
expenses  consequent  upon  an  order  of  removal ;  nor 
does  it  fairly  come  within  what  may  be  supposed  to  have 
been  the  intention  of  the  Legislature  in  enacting  the 
exemption  in  question.  There  was  good  reason  for  not 
restricting  unduly  the  time  for  removing  a  pauper ;  but 
the  question  of  costs  stands  on  a  very  different  footing. 
A  parish  is  a  fluctuating  community ;  and  it  would 
have  been  highly  inexpedient,  not  to  say  unjust,  to 
saddle  one  set  of  inhabitants  with  costs  chargeable  upon 
their  predecessors.  Apart,  however,  from  considerations 
of  that  nature,  suffice  it  to  say  that  the  order  before  us 
is  not  a  ^*  warrant  or  order  for  the  removal  of  any  poor 
person"  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  11  &  12  FicL 
c.  43.  s.  35*  The  argument  for  the  respondent  hUs, 
therefore,  upon  both  grounds. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Hill  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     This  was  an 
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application  to  justices  by  Brighton  against  CoHumptan,  1860. 
for  an  order  for  the  costs  of  the  maintenance  of  a  hill 
pauper  removed  from  the  former  to  the  latter.  The  xhorhoboft 
information  was  laid  under  stat  4  &  5  fF!  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.^ 
and  the  whole  amount  of  the  costs  incurred  in  the 
pauper's  maintenance,  from  1 4th  October^  1853>the  date 
oa  ^irhich  the  notice  of  chargeability  was  served  on 
Cailutnpton,  to  9th  March,  1854,  the  date  of  her  actual 
removal,  were  claimed  as  recoverable.  In  order  to 
ascertain  how  far  stat  11  &  12  Fid.  c.  43.  «.  11.  affects 
the  right  of  Brighton  to  recover  these  costs,  it  is 
important  to  consider  the  provisions  of  the  statute  of 
'^  4.  Sect.  84  of  that  Act  enacts  that  the  costs  in 
question  shall  be  recoverable  "  in  the  same  manner  as  any 
P^  laities  or  forfeitures  are  by  this  Act  recoverable  f  that 
*^  as  appears  from  sect.  99,  by  order  of  justices  made  on 
*  distinct  information  in  that  behalf.  The  costs  are  there- 
^^^^  recoverable  by  proceedings  consequent  upon,  not 
^^Xder,  the  original  order  of  removal.  But  stat.  11  &  12 
^^rf.  e.  43.  *.  1 1.  expressly  enacts  that  in  all  cases  (and 
^•^c  present  is  one)  where  no  time  is  specially  limited 
'^^^  laying  an  information  in  the  Act  relating  to  the 
t^^ticular  case,  "  such  information  shall  be  laid  within 
^^  ^  calendar  months  from  the  time  when  the  matter  of 
^^^ch"  "  information**  *'  arose."  The  present  information 
^^ot  having  been  laid  till  upwards  of  six  calendar  months 
^ler  the  matter  of  it  arose,  was  clearly,  therefore,  too 
"^^e,  unless  it  falls  within  the  exemption  created  by  sect. 

'^  in  favour  of  *'any  warrant  or  order  for  the  removal 
^*  any  poor  person.**  But,  as  I  have  already  said,  this 
^'^^rmation  forms  no  part  of  the  warrant  or  order  for 
^^*^oval,  but  is  a  step  subsequent  to  and  wholly  distinct 

^^  it.     I  may  also  observe  that  sect.  35  is  satisfied  by 
^OL.    IIL  T  E.  &   B. 
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1860  supposing  it  to  enact  merely  that  none  of  the  forms 
Hill  given  in  the  schedule  to  the  Act,  and  which,  by  sect.  32, 
Thokncroit.  a^  to  he  deemed  good,  valid  and  sufficient  in  law,  shall 
be  applicable  to  a  warrant  or  order  of  removal  It  does 
not  exempt  from  the  operation  of  the  Act  an  informa- 
tion of  the  present  description,  any  more  than  any  other 
proceeding.  I  think,  therefore,  that  the  limitation  clause 
clearly  applies,  and  that  the  justices  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  any  order  at  alL  Upon  the  other  point,  I  entirely 
concur  in  all  that  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  has  said, 
and  agree  with  him  that,  if  the  limitation  clause  had 
not  applied,  no  further  costs  of  the  pauper*s  maintenance 
could  have  been  recovered  by  the  relieving  parish  than 
those  incurred  during  the  twenty-one  days  next  following 
the  service  by  them  of  the  notice  of  chaigeability. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both 
points.  Stat.  11  &  12  Vict  c.  43.  applies  generally  to 
all  proceedings  by  way  of  information  or  complaint 
before  justices.  Sect.  35  exempts  certain  matters  from 
the  operation  of  these  general  provisions,  orders  of 
removal  amongst  them :  but  this  exemption  evidently 
applies  to  such  orders  themselves,  only,  not  to  proceed- 
ings taken  in  consequence  of  them.  Now  an  order  for 
the  costs  of  the  maintenance  of  a  pauper,  made  conse- 
quently to  an  order  of  removal,  is  no  part  of  the  order 
of  removal.  Stat.  4  &  5  IF.  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.,  taken  in 
conjunction  with  secL  99,  enacts  that  these  costs  shall  be 
recoverable  by  a  distinct  and  independent  information 
and  order  of  justices  made  thereupon.  No  limitation 
of  time  being  fixed  by  that  Act,  for  laying  the  informa- 
tion, the  case  clearly  falls  within  the  very  words  of  stat. 
1 1  &  12  Vict  c,  43.  s.  11.,  and  is  not  within  the  benefit 
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o^aect.  35.    And,  independently  of  the  provisions  of  the 
wergtatnte,  it  seems  only  reasonable  that  a  parish  should 


iseo. 


Hill 

V. 


''ot  be  Kable  to  have  such  claims  raked  up  against  it  at    XHOBHijaoFT. 
^^^  distance   of  lime.     Upon   the  other  point,  I  en- 
^'"'^ly  agree  with  the  opinion  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice, 
•'^  ^3  with  the  reasons  which  he  has  given  for  it 

Order  quashed,  without  costs. 


.8  Qu£en  against  Bodkin  and  others,  Justices  Monday, 


of  Middlesex. 


November  ICth. 


«i^. 


'ONYMAN  bad  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  three  By  The 
of  the  justices  of  MiddUsex  and  Thomat  Beall  to  Sv^Act 
aw  cause  why  the  said  justices  should  not  issue  their  ^^ar^"ff^',a 
^^irant  to  levy  by  distress  and  sale  of  the  goods  of  the    ^\(-  ^-  ,^-^- 

,^  .^      ^  ^c  g  22.,  when- 

^^^  Thomas  Beall  the  sum  assessed  upon  him  in  respect  ever  any  drain 
a  house  and  premises  owned  and  occupied  by  him  in  conTcjance  of 
near  Maynard  Street^  in  the  parish  of  Hornsey,  in  the  any  house, 
■^5  ^county,  by  the  Local  Authority  in  the  said  parish  for  p^l^Ue^«jra 
«^^:«ating  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England,  eai'i  Oie 

opinion  of  the 
-J,-  Local  Autho- 

^^^,  be  rendered  innocnous  without  the  laying  down  of  a  sewer,  the  Local  Authority  are 
J^^^owered  and  required  to  lay  down  such  sewer;  and  are  authorized  and  empowered  to 
yj5»€M  erery  house,  building,  or  premifles  using  the  same,  to  such  payment  as  they  shall 
^*^^^ik  just  and  reasonable. 

«l^.,^X7Dd»  this  Act  the  parish  of  H,  was,  in  the  first  instance,  divided  into  four  districts. 
^^^j^  Loeal  Authority,  in  18a5,  constructed  a  sewer  in  one  of  these,  in  order  to  render  a 
r^ijtnce  there  innocuous;  B'%  house,  situated  there,  was  assessed  to  the  expense  of  the 
J^*a^itruction ;  and  i?.  paid  an  agreed  composition  on  the  assessment.  In  1866  the  Local 
.  '^^^hority  eonatmctea  another  sewer  in  a  second  district^  in  order  to  render  a  nuisance 
?^  "^iiat  diftzict  innocuous.  These  two  sewers  brought  down  tlie  sewage  from  the  two 
2?^^rict»  into  a  third,  in  such  quantities  as  to  greatly  increase  a  pre-existing  nuisance 
J^^fere:  in  order  to  render  which  innocuous,  the  Local  Authority,  in  1859,  constructed  a 
^*%hcr  sewer,  running  through  the  third  and  fourth  districts,  and,  upon  its  completion, 
J^^NolTfd  that  the  drainage  of  all  four  districts  should  form  one  system,  the  total  costs  of 
^^^  difRrrent  works  be  ascertained,  and  the  houses  &c,  through  all  four  districts,  using  the 
WB,  be  equally  assessed  towards  the  expenses  incurred. 
^3eld  that  ^.'s  house,  aVove  mentioucl,  was  liable  to  bo  rc-assessed  to  such  expenses 
^  Kauba  m  iisiDg"  the  whole  sewerage  system,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  22. 

T   2 


\ 
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I860.        1855,  by  an  assessinent,  dated  I9th  December^  1859,^ 

The  QuEEji     "PO"  *'l  houses,  buildings  and  premises  in  the  village  o^ 

BoDKiv.       Homsey  and  Crouch  End^  in  the  said  county,  using,  fo^ 

the  purposes  mentioned  in  the  said  Act,  the  sewera^ 

drains,  &c.,  constructed  by  the  said  Local  Authority. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  on  which  the  rule  w^^ 
obtained  that,  for  the  purposes  of  drainage  under  Tb:^ 
Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England^  1855,  the  parl^^ 
oi  Homsey  had  been  divided  into  four  districts:  Hom^tmsM 
Village  District,  Muswell  Hill  District,  Crouch  J^^^ 
District  and  Maynard  Street  District;  in  the  last 
which  the  house  and  premises  of  Thomas  Beall  wccr  ' 
situate.  In  the  year  1855  certain  drainage  works  we^^ 
executed  by  the  Local  Authority  in  that  district,  for  th^^ 
conveyance  of  the  sewage,  &c.,  from  that  district,  ani^  ^ 
in  order  to  render  innocuous  a  certain  ditch  used  fo^^ 
the  conveyance  of  sewage.  The  houses  and  premiset-^ 
in  the  district  were  assessed,  and  Beall  was  charged^ 
with  the  annual  payment  of  \5$.  The  Local  Authorit]^, 
resolved  that  the  assessment  of  houses,  &a,  in  the  district 
might  be  redeemed  by  the  payment  within  a  certaiv'^ 
time  of  four  annual  payments.  Accordingly,  and  i^S 
pursuance  of  such  resolution,  Beall  paid  a  sum  of  3^- 
and  also  a  further  sum  of  421,  in  respect  of  houses  auB-= 
premises  for  which  he  had  been  chaiged;  and  he  v  ^ 
ceived  a  receipt  for  that  amount  **  in  full  dischai^  aHE^ 
acquittance  of  ail  sums  and  payments  charged  a~^CB 
assessed,  and  at  any  time  payable  for  and  in  respect  ^ 
the  said  premises^  under  the  onler  of  assessment  mflkd^ 
on  17th  December,  1855.**  During  the  year  1856,  ttm, 
said  Local  Authority,  under  the  powers  given  by  the  sa£  * 
Act,  constructed  another  sewer  or  drain  at  or  ne;^^ 
Muswell  Hill;  which,  in  the  opinion  of  the  said  Loc^  " 
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Authoritjy  was  necessary  to  render  innocuous  a  certain        i860. 
ditch  or  watercourse  at  or  near  Muswell  HilU  for  the    The  QuinT 
^^onveyance  of  water,  filth,  &c.,  and  which  was  a  nui-  ▼• 

■^licc.    The  houses  using  this  sewer  or  drain   were 
nnoijiued  to  defray  the  expense  thereof.     These  sewers, 
constructed  in   the  Muswell  Hill  and  Maynard  Street 
Districts,  resulted  in  greatly  increasing  a  nuisance  which 
before  existed  in  the  village  of  Homsey ;  inasmuch  as 
th«  sewage,  in  greater  quantities,  was  brought  down 
Ax>m  the  two  former  districts  to  the  open  ditches  in  the 
tillage;  and,   to  remove  such  nuisances,  works  on   a 
laix^r  scale  became  necessary.    In  the  year  1859  divers 
ilrcuns  and  watercourses  in  the  Crouch  End  District  and 
^^^    the  village  of  Homsey,  used  for  the  conveyance  of 
^^"^^ter,  filth,  &c.,  became  and  were  nuisances,  and  could 
'^^i^tyin  the  opinion  of  the  Local  Authority,  be  made  inno- 
^^^008  without  the  laying  down  of  a  sewer  and  other 
^^^^^Qctores  along  the  same ;  and  thereupon  the  said  Local 
-^^  othority  did  lay  down  a  sewer  at  the  village  of  Homsey 
■^■^  at  Crouch  End,  and  on  the  completion  thereof  it 
I  resolved  by  the  said  Local  Authority  that  the  drain- 
of  Maynard,  Street,  Muswell  Hill  and  Crouch  End, 
^^^d  in  the  village  of  Homsey^  should  be  considered  as 
^^iie  system ;  that  the  total  cost  of  the  different  works 
^tiOQld  be  ascertained;  and  that  all  persons  using,  for 
^^  purposes  mentioned  in  the  said  Act,  the  sewers, 
^ibIds,  &e.,  should  be  assessed  at  an  equal  rate  towards 
^  expenses  incurred.     Accordingly,   all   the   houses, 
buildings  and  premises  in  all  the  four  districts,  which 
^re  alleged  to  use,  for  the  purposes  mentioned  in  the 
'^ct,  the  sewexB,  drains,  &c.,  were  assessed  by  an  assess- 
*^tit  dated  19th  December,  1859.     Among  others,  the 
^fl  Thomas  BeaU  was  assessed,  and,  as  he  refused  to 
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I860.  P&7>  he  was  summoned  before  the  justices  named  in  the 
The  QuxEH  ^^9  ^ho,  after  hearing  the  evidence,  refused  to  grant 
BoDKiH  *  distress  warrant.  There  were  counter  affidavits  as  to 
whether  Beall  did  or  did  not  use  the  new  sewer  or 
drain  made  in  1859,  he  swearing  that  he  did  not,  and 
the  surveyors  for  the  Local  Authority  swearing  that  he 
did.  It  appeared,  however,  that  the  village  of  Homsey 
was  situated  on  a  lower  level  than  MusweU  Bill  and 
Maynard  Street^  and  that  the  waters,  &c.,  from  the  two 
latter  districts  ran  down  towards  the  village. 

Montagu  Smith  and  Aspland  now  shewed  cause.     The 
Local  Authority  exceeded  their  powers  in  assessing  Mr. 
Beail  in  December^  1859.     The  Nuisances  Removal  Act 
for  England,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict  c.  121.  s.  22.,  enacts 
that  "  Whenever  any  ditch,  gutter,  drain,  or  watercourae 
used  or  pardy  used  for  the  conveyance  of  any  water, 
filth,  sewage,  or  other  matter  frt>m  any  house,  buildingSy 
or  premises,  is  a  nuisance  within  the  meaning  of  this 
Act,  and  cannot,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Local  Authority,  be 
rendered  innocuous,  without  the  laying  down  of  a  sewer, 
or  of  some  other  structure  along  the  same  or  part  there- 
of, or  instead  thereof,  such  Local  Authority  shall  and  they 
are  hereby  required  to  lay  down  such  sewer  or  other 
structure,  and  to  keep  the  same  in  good  and  serviceable 
repair  ;*'  *'  and  such  Local  Authority  are  hereby  authorised 
and  empowered  to  assess  every  house,  building,  or  pre- 
mises then  or  at  any  time  thereafter  using,  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid,  the  said  ditch,  gutter,  dnun,  water- 
course, sewer,  or  other  structure,  to  such  paymeot**  **as 
they  shall  think  just  and  reasonable."    It  appears  from 
the  affidavits  that  Mr.  JBealPs  house  and  premises^  in^ 
respect  of  which   it  is  now  sought  to  assess  him,  are 
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situate  in  Maynard  Street  District ;  that  the  nuisance  in        I860. 
that    district   was  rendered   innocuous   by    the    Local     xheQusEH 
Authority  in  the  year  1855 ;  and  that  Mr.  BeaUv^as  then       bodkih. 
aaaesaed  to  and  compounded  for  his  share  of  the  expense 
of  the  drainage  works  necessary  for  that  purpose.     The 
po\^er  of  the  Local  Authority  to  assess  him,  under  sect. 
22^    ^^B8  therefore  fully  exercised  in  1855;  and  he  is 
noe  liable  to  assessment  in  respect  of  the  cost  of  drain- 
age   ^orks  made  four  years  afterwards  in  an  entirely 
distinct  district     [Cockbum  C.  J.    The  Local  Authority 
l^a^ving  resolved  that  the  drainage  of  all  the  districts  shall 
^^^   considered  as  one  system,  what  is  there  to  prevent 
™e  assessment  of  all  houses  using  that  system  for  drain- 
*S^  purposes?]     Houses  situate  in  Maynard  Street  Dis- 
^^^t  cannot  be  said  to  use  the  system^  inasmuch  as  the 
^^^inageof  that  district  was  completed  before  the  system 
^v^as  formed  and  the  drainage  works  Ih  the  other  districts 
executed.     In  Regina  v.   Tatham  {a)  this  Court  held 
^tiat  the  Local  Authority  has  no  power,  under  sect.  22,  to 
^^^ess  property  beyond  the  limits  of  their  local  jurisdic- 
^otu     The  question  whether  houses  situate  within  the 
Jurisdiction  could  be  said  to  use  a  sewer  beyond   its 
^ioiits  was  mooted  but  not  decided.     Lord  Campbell 
^*  J.,    however,  appears    to  have    thought  that  they 
^ould  not,  inasmuch  as  they  derived  no  benefit  from 
^e  sewer.     He  said  "I  have  great  doubts   whether 
^^  18  made  out  that  these  houses  used  the  sewer  within 
^e  meaning  of  the  section.     The  sewage  from  them 
^o^ed  to  an  open  ditch,  where  it  was  a  nuisance,  but  no 
Nuisance  to  them.     That  ditch  is  now  covered  up,  and 
^be  sewage  flows  through  it  as  it  formerly  did.     I  do 
^ot  see  how  the  situation  of  these  houses  is  improved  at 
^^ ;   and  if   they  are  to  be  considered  as   using  the 
(a)  8  £  #  B.  915, 
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I860.  coyered  ditch,  the  argument  might  go  to  make  property 
TImQuskv  lial^le  for  the  expense  of  covering  in  an  open  ditch  many 
BosKui  vnilea  distant.**  So,  in  the  present  case,  the  nuisance 
which  made  the  construction  of  the  sewers  necessary,  in 
1859,  was  no  nuisance  to  the  houses  in  Maynard  Street 
District  **  Innocuous,"  in  sect  22,  must  mean  inno- 
cuous to  the  houses  using  the  ditch,  gutter,  drain,  or 
watercourse  which  is  a  nuisance.  \^CockbuTn  C.  J.  The 
whole  question  turns  upon  the  meaning  of  the  word 
'^  using."  I  strongly  incline  to  think  that  every  one 
uses  a  drain,  the  sewage  from  whose  house  communicates 
with  it.  The  only  restriction  upon  the  power  of  the 
Local  Authority  to  assess  is  that  established  by  Regima 
V.  Tailiam  (a),  namely,  that  they  cannot  assess  property 
out  of  their  district  But  there  is  nothing  in  the  Act 
to  prevent  them  from  constituting  several  districts 
into  one  aggregate  district,  and  assessing  all  property 
which  uses  the  drainage  within  that  district]  Four 
separate  and  distinct  districts  having  been  first  oonsti** 
tuted,  houses  in  any  one  of  them,  which  have  been 
assessed  there  and  derive  no  benefit  from  the  sewers  in 
the  others,  ought  not  to  be  re-assessed  in  respect  of 
those  sewers.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  The  case  appears  to 
me  to  fall  exactly  within  the  language  of  sect  22 ;  and 
such  a  construction  is  clearly  just  and  equitable.] 

Honyman  was  not  called  upon  to  aigue  in  support  of 
the  rule. 

Per  Curiam  {b).    The  rule  must  be  made  absolute. 

Rule  absolute. 

(fl)  SK^B.  915. 

(b)  CockbumC,  J.,  HiUasid  Blackburn  Jb.   fKi^A^num  J.  wm  abBenl 
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18(i0. 


Til 

^  Queen  against  Gosss  and  another,  Justices  M<md<nf, 

Novemberi^Xh. 
of  SUBREY. 

^DELET  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  Henry  By  The 
Gosse  and  Robert  Carter ^  Esquires,  two  justices  of  Removal  Act 
^>'^,  to  shew  cause  why  a  certiorari  should  not  issue  i^Ts&^ig 
^^move  into  this  Court,  an  order,  under  their  hands  ^^  *^when- 
*^^    seals,  for  the  payment  by  the  surveyors  of  high-  ^^J^^ 
^^B  for  the  parish  of  Ewell  of  the  sum  of  5021  4s.  3rf.,  conveyance  of 

^^^^•.  sewage  from 

^^^^g  the  amount  alleged  to  haye  been  expended  for  any  house, 
^^'^^ers  and  structural  works  done  by  the  Local  Authority,  premises/is  a 
^^der  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England,  1855.  ^nXm^e 
The  rule  was  moved  on  behalf  of  miliam   Hobman,  ^^{^^^^^ 
^  landowner  and  ratepayer  in  the  parish  of  Ewell ;  and  ^*J:'^«''ei»dei> 

r.  i/  r  '  ed  innocuous 

^*^e  following  facts  appeared  from  the  affidavits.     In  the  j*ithout  the 
^  ,  la^ngdown 

y^ar  1857y  a  nuisances  removal  committee  was  consti-  of  a  sewer, 

^  ,  .  the  Local 

*^*^l^cl   under  the   provisions  of  the   Act.      Before  the  Authority  are 
^^^■^^Oaroittee  was  appointed,  there  was  a  drain  or  sewer  andreauired 

to  lay  aown 
such  sewer, 
^^^^  are  sathorized  and  empowered  to  assess  every  house,  buildinff,  or  premises  using 
3^®  «ame,  to  such  payment  as  they  shall  think  just  and  reasonable,  ay  sect.  3,  in  a 
^^^o«  where  a  nuiaances  removal  committee  constitutes  the  Local  Authority,  the  siirvoyora 
^^.  Highways  for  the  time  being  of  such  Dlace  are  made  ex  officio  members  of  the  com- 
^^trt«e.  And  by  sect  7,  "  all  charges  ana  expenses  incurred  by  the  Local  Authority  in 
^^^cuting  this  Act*  and  not  recovered  as  bv  this  Act  provided,  may  be  defrayed"  in  such 

place  "  out  of  highway  rates,  or  any  fund  applicable  in  aid  or  in  lieu  thereof." 
2      -^  nuisanoee  removal  committee  having,  under  sect  22,  laid  down  a  sewer  to  render 
^^<iocnou8  a  drain  constructed  before  the  passing  of  the  Act  by  the  then  surveyors  of 


^2;J^iway8 :  Held,  that  whether  or  not  by  reason  of  sect.  7  the  hi^way  rates  were  avail- 
''"^T^  ts  an  auxiliary  fund  towards  defraying  the  ex{>enses  thus  incurred,  the  committee 

r?^^>e  bound,  before  resorting  to  that  fund,  to  assess  in  the  first  instance,  under  sect.  22, 

^^^  bouses,  buildings  and  premises  using  the  sewer. 

-^ji  Older  of  justicee  not  warranted  by  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parliament,  may  be 

^]^^^ved  into  this  Court  by  certiorari,  though  the  Act  contains  a  section  taking  away  the 


I 
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I860.        extending  through  part  of  the  village  of  Ewelt^fot  moi 
^eQuKKH     ^^°  ^^^  yards,  into  a  brook  running  nearly  at  rigl 

Gome  Angles  to  it ;  and  such  drain  had  been  used  for  carryio 
off  the  sewage  and  refuse  water  from  the  houses  on  tl 
west  side  of  the  street  in  EwelL  The  then  surveyor  < 
highways  had  enlarged  this  drain,  so  as  to  carry  off  tl 
sewage  from  divers  of  the  houses  on  both  sides  of  tl 
street-  The  brook  into  which  the  drain  discharge 
itself,  after  receiving  the  water  therefrom,  ran  through 
public  horse  pond  or  watering  place,  much  used  t 
farmers  and  others  in  the  neighbourhood.  The  wat 
of  the  brook  was  also  used  by  the  inhabitants  of  tl 
village  for  domestic  purposes.  In  the  year  1859,  tl 
committee,  in  consequence  of  numerous  complain 
being  made,  determined  to  make  a  new  sewer;  and  a 
cordingly  they  did  make  a  new  one,  running  aloogsic 
of  and  connected  with  the  old  sewer,  which  had  be< 
made  by  the  surveyor  of  highways ;  and  also  continue 
the  two  together  more  than  1000  yards  beyond  tl 
point  at  which  the  old  sewer  ended.  By  means  of  sii 
drains  a  large  number  of  houses  were  enabled  to  di 
charge  their  refuse  into  the  improved  sewer,  and  tl 
inhabitants  derived  great  benefit  therefrom ;  but  WiUk 
Hobman  did  not  participate  in  that  benefit,  inasmui 
as  his  property  was  as  much  as  a  mile  distanL  T 
persons  who  used  the  side  drains  paid  for  the  making 
them. 

On  16th  May^  1860,  an  application  was  made  to  t 
two  justices  for  an  order  upon  the  surveyors  of  highwa' 
for  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  5022.  4«.  3dl,  expend 
by  the  said  committee.  It  appeared  that  the  surveyc 
had  that  amount  in  their  hands,  ready  to  be  paid.  I 
assessment  of  the  houses  or  buildings  using  the  sewi 
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iad   been  made;  and  the  committee  alleged  they  were        i860. 

^'^^i^led  to  get  the  amount  from  the  surveyors  of  high-    The  Quxeh 
^^y s^  in  conseqnence  of  the  expenditure  having  been        Gcwwi. 
mcnjBXTed  for  the  public  benefit  and  advantage.     The  two 
J**^^ic2es  made  the  order. 

4 

^^^nik  now  shewed  cause.     The  order  was  rightly 
By  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for  England^ 
^  18  &  19  Vkt.  e.  121.  9.  3.,  the  surveyors  of  high- 
are  made  ex  officio  members  of  the   nuisances 
'^^■^^c^val  committee;    it  appears,  moreover,  from   the 
LavitSy  that  before  the  Act  was  passed  the  former 
reyors  of  highways  for  EtoeU  had  taken  to  and  en- 
^^^1B^  the  drain  which  has  been  turned  into  an  improved 
^^'^rer  by  the  committee ;  and  that  the  present  surveyors 
"^^e  funds  in  hand  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  committee  the 
^^penses  of  the  improvement.    All  these  circumstances 
^«e^  that  it  is  right  and  proper  that  the  surveyors  should 
^^^  called  upon  to  make  this  payment.     Sect.  7  of  the 
^^ot  enacts  that  **  All  charges  and  expenses  incurred  by 
^«ie  Local  Authority  in  executing  this  Act,  and  not 
^^"^^Oovered  as  by  this  Act  provided,  may  be  defrayed" 
*  Oat  of  highway  rates,  or  any  fund  applicable  in  aid  or 
^^  lieu  thereof  where  the  Local  Authority  is  a  highway 
^^o^rd,  or  a  nuisances  removal  committee.'*    As  the  high- 
^^j  surveyors  form  part  of  the  committee,  there  was  in 
tt  no  necessity  for  an  order  of  justices  on  them  to  pay 
^^^  money  over  to  the  committee.     The  other  side  will 
^^^^ntend  that,  before  having  recourse  to  the  highway 
^"^tes,  the  committee  were  bound  to    proceed    under 
^^>ct  22,  which,  after  authorizing  them  to  render  a 
^^^lisance  innocuous  by  laying  down  a  sewer,  or  some 
^^tiier  structure,  empowers  them  to  assess  every  house, 
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I860.        buildingy  or  premises  using  the  sewer  or  other  structorey 

The  QuKxx    *^  ^^^^  payment  as  they  shall  think  just  and  reasonable. 
^«  Assuming,  however,  that  the  improvements  in  the  old 

drain  which  have  been  effected  by  the  committee,  in  the 
present  case,  are  such  structural  sewerage  works  as  are 
contemplated  by  that  sectidn;  still,  in  such  a  case^ 
where  the  works  have  been  executed  for  the  benefit  of 
the  whole  of  the  public,  the  committee  are  justified  ia 
defraying  the  expense  out  of  the  highway  rates  instead 
of  levying  it  by  assessment.  [Cockbum  C.  J.  Many  <tf 
those  who  contribute  to  the  highway  rates  may  derive 
no  benefit  from,  and  make  no  use  o^  the  sewers.  It 
appears  just  and  reasonable  that,  as  sect.  22  points  out^ 
the  houses,  &c.,  which  derive  benefit  should  be  assessed 
in  the  first  instance.]  That  section  leaves  the  com- 
mittee a  discretion.  But,  fiuther,  sect  39  enacts  that 
no  '*  order,  nor  any  other  proceeding,  matter,  or  thing 
done  or  transacted  in  relation  to  the  execution  of" 
the  **  Act,*'  shall  **  be  removed  or  removable  by 
certiorari"  *<into  any  of  the  superior  Courts.**  The 
justices  had  power  to  make  the  order  now  in  dispute, 
and  the  applicant  has  mistaken  his  remedy  in  seeking  to 
remove  it  into  this  Court.  By  sect.  22  the  provisions  of 
that  section  are  to  **  be  deemed  to  be  part  of  the  law 
relating  to  highways  in  Enffland/*  By  The  General 
Highway  Act,  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  50.  s.  44.,  the  surveyors  of 
highways  are  required,  yearly,  to  make  out  their  accounts 
and  lay  them  before  the  justices  at  a  special  Sessions  for 
the  highways ;  and  any  one  chargeable  to  the  highway 
rate  may  then  complain  to  those  justices  with  respect  to 
such  accounts,  or  the  application  of  the  moneys  received 
by  the  surveyors.  That,  therefore,  was  the  course  which 
the  applicant  ought  to  have  adopted. 
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Sadeley,  contra.     Conceding  that  the  works  which        1860. 
tlie    nuisances  removal   committee  have  executed  are     TheQussH 
l>ei3eficial  to  the  public,  the  real  question  is  not  thereby        Gom». 
affected ;  being,  whether  the  justices  had  any  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the  expense  out  of 
tlie  highway  funds,  until  toe  means  of  raising  the  money 
provided  by  sect.  22  had  been  first  exhausted.     That 
section  shews  clearly  that  the  policy  of  the  Legislature 
is    that  those  parties  who  create,  and  those  who  benefit 
by  the  suppression  of,  a  nuisance,  shall  bear  the  charges 
consequent  upon  its  abatement,  to  the  extent  of  their 
ability  to  pay.     At  most  the  efiect  of  sect.  7  is  to  make 
the  highway  rate  an  auxiliary  fund,  which  may  perhaps 
^  resorted  to  if  the  whole  expense  cannot  be  raised  by 
assessment  under  sect.  22:  but  not  otherwise.     (He  was 
then  stopped.) 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.     Mr.  Badeley  has  said   enough  to 
^^tisfy  us  that  this  rule  must  be  made  absolute.     The 
affidavits  shew  clearly  that  the  works  which  have  been 
executed  fall  within  the  provisions  of  sect.  22  of  the 
-^ct ;  and  it  follows  that  the  fund  pointed  out  by  that 
Action  is  the  fund  primarily  chargeable  with  the  ex- 
pense of  them.     It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  whether, 
if  that  fund  failed,  the  nuisances  removal   committee 
^uld,  under  sect  7,  resort  to  the  highway  rate  to  make 
^p  the  deficit ;  for  there  is  nothing  to  shew  us  that  recourse 
^As  been  had  in  the  first  instance  to  the  proper  fund. 
I^  18  further  said  that  sect.  39  takes  away  the  jurisdiction 
^'    this  Court  to  issue  the  certiorari ;  but  that  section 
^*^  **PP'y  ^^y   ^Q  cas^s  in  which  the  justices   have 
J^^insdiction.     It  cannot  be  said  that  they  have  jurisdic- 
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1860.        tion  to  make  an  order  clearly  contrary  to  the  provisions 
^he  Qu»H     ®f  ^^^  Act ;  or  that  sect.  39  protects  such  an  order  when 

Rule  absolute  for  a  certiorari. 


It  was  agreed  that  the  ofBer,  when  brought  up  in 
obedience  to  the  writ,  should  be  quashed. 


Mmdav,  Matthews  against  Gibbs  and  others. 

Defendants,       "P\ECLARATION  for  money  payable  by  defendants 
chants,  by  to  plaintiff  for  freight  of  goods,  and  in  respect  of 

charterpivtj 
made  between 

them  and  C,  the  master  of  the  ship  Planter^  chartered  that  ship  to  bring  a  caigo  of 
guano  from  CaUao  to  England.  The  ship  was,  bjr  the  charterparty,  consigned  outwards 
to  defendants'  agents  in  South  America ;  and  freight  at  7Qs.  per  ton  was  made  payable 
on  her  arrival  in  England,  deducting  such  advances  on  account  of  freight  as  charterers' 
agents  might,  as  the  cbarterparty  empowered  them,  make  to  C.  in  the  Pacifie,  Tlk 
Planter  arriyed  at  CaUao,  loaded  her  cargo  of  guano,  and  set  sail  for  England,  defendants' 
agents  having,  previously  to  her  sailing,  made  large  advances  to  C  on  account  of  freight. 
Soon  after  sailing  she  sprang  a  leak,  wnich  compiled  her  to  put  back  to  CaUao,  and  she 
arrived  there  the  second  time,  consigned  to  a  firm  independent  of  defendants  or  their 
agents.  It  was  then  found  that  she  could  not  proceed  on  ner  vovage,  and  C,  defendants* 
agents  refusing  to  interfere,  trans-shipped  the  cargo  into  anotner  ship,  The  Alarms  to 
be  forwarded  to  England.  For  this  purpose  a  charterpartv  was  entered  into  between 
plaintiff,  the  master  and  apparent  owner  of  T^  Alarm,  and  C.  in  his  own  name ;  under 
which  fireight  was  made  payable  by  the  consi^ees,  on  ship's  arrival  in  England,  at  70». 
per  ton.  Plaintiff  then  made  out  bills  of  ladmg,  in  which  C.  was  named  as  shipper  and 
defendants  as  consignees.  At  the  date  of  this  latter  cbarterparty  the  current  rate  of 
freight  at  Callao  was  only  40<t.  per  ton,  and  it  was  agreed  between  plaintiff  and  C.  that 
plaintiff  should  pay  the  difference  between  that  and  the  charteiparty  freight  to  C,  but 
whether  for  C.'a  benefit  or  that  of  his  owners  did  not  appear.  The  cargo  arrived  in 
England,  in  The  Alarm  ;  when  plaintiff  claimed  from  defendants  the  full  freight  of  70^. 
per  ton ;  from  which  defendants,  on  the  other  hand,  insisted  on  their  rif  ht  to  deduct  the 
advances  made  to  C.  by  their  agents  at  Callao.  Defendants  having  paid  the  freight  lea 
the  amount  of  such  advances,  plaintiff  brought  this  action  to  recover  that  amount. 

A  verdict  having  been  taken,  by  consent,  for  plaintiff  for  this  amount^  leave  being 
reserved  to  defendants  to  move  to  enter  it  for  them,  the  Court  to  have  power  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact  from  the  above  facts,  which  were  proved  at  the  trial ;  Held,  making 
absolute  a  rule  to  enter  the  verdict  for  defendants :  First,  that  the  proper  inference  from 
the  facts  was  that  C.  made  the  cbarterparty  with  The  Alarm  as  agent  for  his  owners  and 
not  for  defendants ;  the  agreement  by  plamtiff  to  return  him  part  of  the  cbarterparty 
freight  being  a  legitimate  transaction  in  that  view,  but  a  gross  fraud  on  defendants,  to 
which  plaintiff  was  a  party,  in  the  other.  Secondly,  that  assuming  C.  to  have  made  the 
said  cbarterparty  as  defendants'  ostensible  agent,  he  had  no  impli^i  authority,  from  the 
necessity  of  the  case,  on  trans-shipping  the  cargo,  to  bind  defendants  to  payment  of  a 
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piMntiff  having,  at  the  request  of  defendants^  delivered        i^qq 
•■P  to  defendants  certain  goods  on  which  plaintiff  had  a     M^^nEws" 
"en  for  freight,  and  thereby  waived  the  said  lien ;  and        ^  ^• 
"'pon  an  account  steted 

I^leaa  1.  Except  as  to  302/.  Us.  9rf.,  Never  indebted.  ^^^^^ 
lasue  thereon.     2.  Except*  as  aforesaid,  Payment.    Issue  ^^^J^^i^' 
^*^ereon.     3.  As  to  302/.  I4s.  9d.,  Payment  into  Court,  hadinowledgp 
^PUcauon  of  damages  ultnu     Issue  thereon.  of  authority. 

-A.t  the  trial,  before  Cockbum  C.  J.,  at  the  Sittings  in  apart  from   ' 
^^^^'^on,  after  last  Hilary  Term,  a  verdict  was  taken  for  ^Ji^ 
plaintiff,  by  consent,  for  700i,  and  leave  was  reserved  ^  ^^^  ^^  ^^ 

^tke  defendants  to  move  to  enter  it  for  them :  the  Court  ^^^^^  ^^^  * 
t^:^  V  greateramount 

^  evidence  adduced,  which  consisted  of  the  examina-  due  after 


— "IS  outrr   losi  auary  xerui,  a  vcruici  was    laKvii  lor  charterparty, 

^^^  plaintiff,  by  consent,  for  700i,  and  leave  was  reserved  J^}?^^^^ 

^^e  defendants  to  move  to  enter  it  for  them:  the  Court  ««8ofora 

greateramot 

,^^     ^^ve  power  to  draw,  if  necessary,  inferences  of  fact  from  <>J  freight  than 

^^    ^  evidence  adduced,  which  consisted  of  the  examina-  due  after 

^  of  the  plaintiff,  taken  in  London^  and  of  depositions  defendants 

C  E.  Stubbs  and  M.  Crosby^  taken  under  a  commis-  y^cee  to  c,: 

^ti  in  Lima;  together  with  certain  material  documents.  ^^^^?^ 

llie  action    was  brought  to  recover  the  balance  of  jhTc^^^^d 

^^^ight  for  a  cargo  of  guano,  in  the  ship  Alarm,  from  »o*  decide), 

^^^ilao  to  England,  after  giving  credit  to  the  defendants  trans-shipment 
■c^  of  cargo  arising 

*^r  3600iL,  paid  by  them  before  action.  from  necessity, 

The  fiicts  were  as  follows.  The  defendants,  merchants  Sstoew,  in 

^f  London  trading  under  the  name  of  Jnthony  Gibbs  ff  if^^^l^ 

"Sans,  in  October,  1857,  chartered  an    American   vessel  J^^bj^^ 

^^led  The  Planter,  to  proceed  from  Liverpool  to  South  *J?  original 

*  '  shipowner  can 

-^nurica,  and  brinuj  a  careo  of  cuano   thence  to  the  transfer  his 

^  ft  &  t  Hen  for  freight 

United  Kingdom.     The  following  are  the  material  parts  to  the  substi- 

of  the  charterparty,  which  was  signed  by  the  defendants  owner,  he  can 
and  by  J.  D.  Carlisle,  who  was  master  of  the  ship,  but  greateTright 
whether  owner  also,  as  stated  in   the  charterparty,  did  he  hkisetf* 
not  appear.  possesses. 

''London,  October  I2lh,  1857. 
*'  Charterparty. 

"  It  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  between  Captain 
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I860.         Carlisle,  owner  of  T^  Flanier^  j-rds  veita,  1988  toa^^ 
Hatthswi~  fegister^  new  measurement,  on  the  one  part,  and  Messrs ^ 

GiBBs         Antlumy  CUbbs  jp  Sons,  merchants  and  agents,  on  tlx^ 
other  part,  as  follows.     That  the  said  vessel,  now  1^'*-^^^ 
at   the  port   of  Liverpool,  shall   sail  on  or  before   ^ 
November,  1857,  to  Melbourne,  and  thence  proceed  w^-    _| 
all   convenient   despatch   to  the  port  of  Callao,  jPc^     ^  j 
where  the  captain  shall  immediately  report  his  vessel  f 

Messrs.  WiUiam  Gibbs  jf  Co.,  of  Lima.  That  the  9a^m^^* 
vessel,  being  then  light,  staunch  and  strong,  and  we  "^^' 
conditioned  for  the  voyage,  Messrs.  William  Gibbs  tf  (Z^-^^ 
shall,  within  forty-eight  hours  after  such  report  bein 
received,  send  to  the  captain,  or  his  agents,  orders  fc^^ 
loading  a  cargo  of  guano  at  the  Chincha  Islands,  to  whic  '^ 
place  the  vessel  shall  at  once  proceed,  calling  on  her  wa^-' 
at  Pisco  to  obtain  the  necessary  pass  to  land,  which  sha 
be  given  to  the  captain  by  the  charterers'  agents,  free  ( 
expense,  within  twenty-four  hours  of  his  application  ^^  ' 
After  completing  her  load  of  guano,  and  having  obtainec^  '^ 
the  necessary  pass  from  Pisco,  the  vessel  shall  return  fo^c^^ 
her  final  clearance  to  Callao,  where  the  captain  shaM^-^^ 
have  the  liberty  of  taking  in  passengers,  light  goods,  anc^-*^ 
specie  on  freight  for  the  benefit  of  the  ship.  The  char^^-*" 
terers  to  have  the  option  of  shipping  light  goods 
current  rates."  *'  The  owners  of  the  vessel  to  pay  a- 
port  charges,  and  the  ship  to  be  consigned  to  Mi 
William  Gibbs  §•  Co.,  of  Lima,  to  whom  the  ciistomar-^*'- 
agency  for  doing  the  ship's  business  shall  be  paid  by  tfa 
owners.  The  captain  to  sign  bills  of  lading  at  sue 
rates  of  freight  as  the  charterers,  or  their  agents,  ma 
direct,  and  without  prejudice  to  this  charterparty. 
said  vessel  shall,  after  completing  he^  loading  as  befoi 
mentioned,  proceed  to  any  safe  port  in  the  United  Kin^^ 
dom  or  the  Continent,  not  south  of  Ostend  nor  north 
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F^^vnlurghy  nor  in  the  Baltic^  calling  at  Cowes  for  orders        i860. 
fwn^^WTB  Messrs.  Anthony  Gibbs  8f  Sons  (and  for  which  she     matthkws 
i»     Co  remain  until  return  of  post  from  London\  unless        gibbs 
oK"xl^red  in  writing  to  proceed  to  any   given   port  by 
^^A^asTB.  fViUiam  Gibbs  ff  Co. ;  and  there,  according  to 
t>iHs    of   lading    and   charterparty,   deliver   the   cargo, 
^^^li>ic:h  is  to  be  discharged  and  taken  from  alongside  at 
rt^^     rate  of  not  less  than  thirty-five  tons  per  working 
^^^jr^     The  freight  to  be  paid  in   manner   hereinafter 
"^cintioned,  at  the  rate  of  70^.  sterling  in  full,  per  ton  of 
^^^   C2wt  net  weight  of  gnano  at  the  Queen's  beam,  sub- 
J^^<^C,  however,  to  a  deduction  from  the  water  contained 
^  "^     cSamaged  guano.     The  master  to  be  supplied,  in  the 
-^^^oij^,  with  a  sum  not  exceeding  1500i,  free  of  interest 
^^^<i  commission,  but  the  cost  of  insurance  to  be  borne 
*^^  the  owners ;  and  the  amount  so  to  be  advanced,  and 
^oe  cost  of  insurance  thereof,  shall  be  in  part  payment 
^^f   the  freight,  at  the  rate  of  50rf.  per  dollar  currency. 
^nd  should  the  charterers  or  their  agents  think  fit  to 
^^ Vance  the  master,  beyond  the  said  sum  of  1500/.,  any 
^uua  for  repairs,  stores  or  other  disbursements  whatso- 
ever, such  sums,  with  interest,  commission  and  insur- 
^^i^ce,  shall  be  in  part  payment  of  freight  at  the  exchange 
foresaid.     And  it  is  hereby  expressly  agreed  that  the 
i^eceipt  of  the  master  for  any  such  sum  or  sums  of  money 
tt  shall  be  supplied  or  advanced  to  him  by  the  charterers 
^   aforesaid,  shall  be  conclusive  and  binding  upon  the 
owBeis;  and  they  shall  thereby  be  prevented,  as  between 
Aem  and  the  charterers,  firom  inquiring  into  the  neces- 
^^^y  for,  or  appropriation  of,  the  sum  of  money  which, 
"^    Such  receipt  or  receipts,  shall  be  acknowledged  to 
"*ve  been  received;   and  all  contributions  to  general 
^^erage  losses  which  (if  any)  shall  become  payable  in 
^c^L.  in.  u  E.  &  B. 


286  MICHAELMAS  TERM. 

1860.        respect  of  any  such  advances  as  aforesaid,  shall  be  borne 
Matthews     *"^  P*'^  ^y  the  owners.     The  freight  to  be  paid  in 
61BB8.        manner  following  that  is    to  say,  2000t  in  cash   on 
arrival  at  the  port  of  discharge,  three  months'  interest  at 
the  rate  of  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  being  deducted,  and 
the  balance,  after  deducting  all  such  sums  of  money  as 
shall  become  payable  to  the  charterers  under  the  provi- 
sions herein  contained,  on  the  true  and  right  delivery  of 
the  cargo,  by  bills  upon  Messrs.  Anthony  Gibbs  jr  Sons, 
at  three  months'  date,  or  in  cash,  less  interest  at  51.  per 
cent,  per  annum,  at  charterers^  option.     The  charterers 
are  hereby  authorized  to  retain  and  deduct  from  the 
freight  all  such  damages  and  sums  of  money,  as  well 
liquidated  as  unliquidated,  to  which  the  owners  shall 
become  liable  to  the  charterers  by  virtue  of,  or  in  any- 
wise in  relation  to,  this  charterparty,  it  being  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  that  all  claims  and  demands,  of  what- 
ever nature,  which  shall  accrue  to  the  said  charterers, 
shall  be  treated  as  payments  made  by  the  charterers  on 
account  of  freight.     The  charterers  to  have  the  liberty 
of  naming  the  docks  in  which  the  ship  is  to  discharge.* 
TTie  Planter  proceeded  to  Callao^  and  duly  loaded  a 
cargo  of  guano  at  the   Chincha  Islands^  and  returned 
thence  to  Callaoj  and  received  final  orders  firom  MessK. 
William  Gibbs  jf  Co.,  of  Lima,  to  sail  for  England.    She 
set  sail  accordingly,  in  May  or  June^  1858.     Previously 
to  her  sailing,  W.  Gibbs  ^  Co.  had  advanced  to  CarUilet 
the  master^  1018/.  12^.  5d.,  and  had  received  his  receipt 
for  that  amount.     Soon  after  sailing.  The  Planter  was 
compelled  to  put  back  to  Callao,  having  sprung  a  leak ; 
and  8he  was  then  consigned  to  Messrs.   Crosby  ^  Co., 
of  Callno,     It  having  been  ascertained,  by  survey,  that 
it  would  be  necessary  to  discharge  her  cai^o,   Carlisle, 
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the  master,   W.  Gihbs  ff  Co.  declining  to  interfere  (a),        1860. 
engaged  two  other  American  vessels,  The  Alarm  and  The     Mattbbws 
-K    -Z>.  Brookmany  to  take  the  cargo  to  England;  and        gibb«. 
the    oargo  was  accordingly  trans-shipped  into  those  two 
▼easels. 

Th«  charterparty  of  The  Alarms  which  was  signed 
by  C^mrUde  and  the  plaintiff^  was,  so  far  as  is  material,  as 
follo^vrs. 

'*  Callao,  June  18th,  1858. 

'*  Cbarterparty  to  take  sliip  Planter's  cargo. 

**  It  is   hereby   mutually  agreed  between  Nathaniel 

^^^^thewt*'  (plaintiff),  "  master  and  owner  of  the  ship 

At€^;r^g^^  1184  tons  register,  new  measurement,  on  the  one 

P^*^^  and  John  D.  Carlisle^  master  of  the  ship  Planter^ 

^^^    the  other  part :    That  the  said  vessel,  then  being 

^^^t,   staunch,  strong   and   well   conditioned   for   the 

"voyage,  after  completing  her  loading  of  guano  at  Callao, 

^ciere  the  captain  shall  have  the  liberty  of  taking  in 

P^^Bengcrs,  light  goods  and  specie  on  freight,  for  the 

(^)  It  appeared  on  the  eyidence  that  the  charteiparty  and  bill  of 

™^*>»g  of  T%e  Alarm  were  on  forms  supplied  by  W,  Gibbs  j-  Co.j  and 

^^^  she  was  examined  at  their  suggestion  and  approyed  by  their  sur- 

^^or.    Also  that  several  interviews  took  place  between  them  and  the 

^^Ptains  of  all  three  ships,  Callao  being  only  six  miles  from  Lima,   The 

^''^■'imption,  however,  from  these  facts  that  W,  Gibbs  j-  Co,  were  parties 

^  the  trans-shipment  of  the  cargo,  as  agents  for^  the  defendants,  was 

^placed  by  the  deposition  of  C,  EL  Stubbs,  the  acting  partner  in  the 

^'^  of  W.  Gibbs  ^  Co.,  who  stated  that  he  refused  to  interfere,  The 

^^^^^ter,  on  putting  back,  not  being  consigned  to  his  firm,  and  as  he 

®^^**«idered  that  Carlisle  was  bound  to  act  in  the  best  way  for  all  con- 

^^'^e^    He  also  stated  that  he  supplied  the  forms  as  an  act  of  courtesy, 

^^  saye  trouUe;   and  that  Carlisle  informed  him  that  the  chartered 

^%ht  of  The  Alarm  was  to  be  40j.,  and  he  did  not  see  the  charter- 

^'^'^  till  a  copy  was  sent^  with  the  bills  of  lading,  to  his  firm  for  the 

^ooUants. 

U  2 


\ 
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1860.  beneRt  of  the  ship;  the  diuteren  Id  have  the  opdon  of 
Matthkws  sbipfniig  the  light  gpods  at  coneot  nfees;**  ** shall  ***  pro* 
GiBM.  ^^^^  ^  *°J  ^^^  P^^  ^°  ^  Caitod!  Kimffdmm,  calling  at 
Cowes  for  orders  from  Messrs  Jartbsay  GiUi  jr  &Rt  (and 
for  which  she  is  to  remdn  ontil  letnm  of  post  from 
Ixmdom\  unless  ordered  in  writing  lo  proceed  direct  to 
anj  given  port  by  Messrs.  WtOkm  GM§tf  Cb.;  and 
there,  according  to  bills  of  lading  and  diarterparty, 
deliver  the  caigq,  which  is  to  be  dischaigied  and  taken 
from  along^de  at  the  rate  of  not  less  than  thiitj-five  tons 
per  working  daj.  The  freight  to  be  paid,  in  manner 
hereinafter  mentioned,  at  the  rate  of  iQs.  sterling,  in 
full,  per  too  of  20  cwl  net  at  the  Queen's  beam,  sub- 
ject, however,  to  a  deduction  Ibr  the  vrater  oontuned 
in  damaged  guana  The  master  to  be  supplied  in  the 
Pacific  with  a  sum   not  exceedii^  iL,**  &c  (the 

clause  proceeded  totidem  verbis  with  the  conespood- 
ing  clause  in  the  cLaner  of  Tke  PbaCer.)  ''The  freight 
to  be  paid  in  manner  following,  that  is  to  say,  11301.  in 
cash  on  arrival  at  the  poft  of  dtschaige*  three  months* 
interest  at  the  rate  of  5^  per  cent,  per  annum  being 
deducted,  and  the  balance,  after  deducting  aD  such  sums 
of  money  as  shall  become  payable  to  the  chartereiB 
under  the  provbions  herein  cootuned,  on  the  true  and 
right  deliveiT  of  the  cir)px  by  bills  upon  Messrs. 
AmikMUf  CaUf  i'  Smuy  at  throe  months*  date,  or  in  cash 
Icsi  interest  at  bL  per  cenu  per  annum,  at  charteren* 
option.  The  chanerors  are  heroby  authorised  to  retain 
and  deduct  fium  the  iro^t  all  such  dami^ea  and  sums 
of  money,  as  w^ll  liquidated  as  unliquidated,  to  whidr 
the  owners  shall  become  liable  to  the  charterers  b; 
vinuc  v<  or  in  anyvtise  in  relaixin  to.  this  charteipart} 
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it    being  the  inteDtioD  of  the  parties  tliat  all  claims  and        i860. 
demaDds,  of  whatever  nature,  which  shall  accrue  to  the     Mattuews 
Aiid  charterers,  shall  be  treated  as  payments  made  by        Gibbs. 
tile  charterers  on  account  of  freight.     Messrs.  Anthony 
ffmRbt  ff  Sons  shall  have  the  right  to  name  the  dock  in 
irlsich  the  ship  is  to  discharge.*' 

The  plaintiff,  as  master  of  The  Alarm,  signed  bills  of 
lading  which,  together  with  a  copy  of  the  charterparty, 
^^re  forwarded,  through  fV.  Gibbs  ^  Co,,  to  the  defen- 
daxits,  and  which  were  as  follows. 

'*  Callaoy  August  6th,  1858.  * 
**  Shipped  in  good  order  and  condition,   by  Captn. 
•^      D.  Carlisle,  of  the  ship  Planter,  at  Callao,  Chincha 
J^^xnds,  in  and  upon  the  good  ship  or  vessel  called  The 
^t^MTtn,  now  lying  at  Callao,  and  bound  for  Cowes  for 
tMnders,  whereof  Nathaniel  Matthews  is  master  for  this 
P*'^e«eDt  voyage,  a  cargo  of  guano,  of  1184  tons  register, 
IS45  sacks,  to  be  delivered  in  like  good  order  and  well 
conditioned  at  the  aforesaid   port   to  which  the  vessel 
naj  be  ordered  to  discharge ;  all  and  every  the  dangers 
^Hfl  accidents  of  the  seas  and  of  navigation,   o(  what- 
ever nature   or  kind  soever,  excepted ;  unto   Messrs. 
Anthony  Gibbs  ^  Sons,  or  to  their  assigns,  they  paying 
^ight  for  the  said  guano  as  per  charterparty. 

''N.  Matthews:' 
Though  the  freight  payable  under  the  charterparty  of 
J^  Alarm  was  to  be  705.  per  ton,  the  current  rate  of 
freight  at  Callao  was  then  only  40^. ;  and  it  was  agreed 
between  the  plaintiff  and  Carlisle  that  the  plaintiff 
*OQld  pay  the  difference  of  305.  between  the  two  rales 
^0  Carlisle;  but  whether  for  the  benefit  of  the  owners 
^  The  PlarUer  or  of  Carlisle  himself  did  not  appear ; 
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1860.        nor  did  it  appear  whether  CarUde  was  the  realoW&erof 


Matthkwb      ^f^  Planter  (a). 
61BB8.  '^^  Alarm  sailed  from  Callao  in  AuguMt^  1858,  and 

duly  arrived  in  Etiglandy  and  proceeded,  by  order  of  the 
defendants,  to  lAnidon^  there  to  discharge  at  the  VieUnia 

(a)  The  plaintiff  swore  in  his  examination  that,  having  already 
adranced  50(V.  to  CarluU^  he  gare  him  a  draft  for  the  balance  befiore 
sailing  firam  Callao;  and  he  also  wnan  that  he  did  not  know  of  the 
adTances  made  by  W,  Gibfn  f  Co.  to  CarUde,  ontQ  his  aniTal  in 
England.  M.  Cnuby,  howerer  (of  the  firm  of  Crosby  f  Co.  of  Callao), 
in  his  deposition  stated  that  **  at  the  time  of  the  final  closing  of  aooounta, 
after  The  Alarm  and  The  H.  D.  Brookman  were  loaded,  there  were  many 
qnestions  which  arose  between  the  three  captains^  which  wen  the  eaose 
of  a  good  deal  of  contention,  and  several  letters  and  certificates  passed 
between  them.  One  of  the  contested  points,  according  to  deponent*8 
recollection,  was  the  advance  received  by  the  master  of  The  FioaUm'  from 
William  Gibhs  f  Co.,  of  Lima;  and  deponent  thinks  that  captain 
Carlisle,  of  The  Planter,  gave  each  captain  an  order  on  some  house  in 
Liverpool  (deponent  thinks  on  the  house  of  Bichardeon,  Spenee  f  Co.) 
for  the  said  amount  advanced  by  William  Gtbbs  f  Co,  to  the  master  of 
The  Planter,  in  case  the  house  of  Anthony  Gibbs  f  Sons  should  deduct 
the  same  from  the  freights  of  The  Alarm  and  The  B,  D.  Brookman; 
and  deponent  is  quite  certain  that  both  the  captains  of  The  Alarm  and 
The  U.  D.  Brookman  did  not  know  of  any  such  advance  until  their  ahips 
were  loaded ;  and  then  they,  the  said  captains  of  The  Alarm  and  TXs 
H.  D.  Brookman,  were  more  or  less  at  the  mercy  of  the  master  of  The 
Planter;  and  they,  the  masters  of  The  Alarm  and  The  KB.  Brookmam, 
made  the  best  arrangements  they  could  to  recover  said  advance,  shmild 
it  be  deducted  by  Anthony  Gibbs  f  Sons  ;  but  that,  although  deponent 
was  at  the  time  fiilly  cognisant  of  the  above  mentioned  oocuirences^  ha 
cannot  recollect  whether  he  was  consulted  or  not  by  the  masters  of  Us 
Alarm  and  The  H.  B.  Brookman,  but  recollects  having  consulted  with 
the  master  of  The  Planter.  The  ship  Planter  was  consigned  to  the 
house  represented  by  him,  on  putting  back  to  Callao  in  the  month  of 
June,  1858.  Considering  that  the  house  which  he  represents  weore  the 
consignees  of  The  Alarm  and  The  H.  B.  Brookman,  he  must  haw 
considered  it  his  duty  to  warn  the  masters  of  the  said  vessels  of  tf» 
advance  received  by  the  master  of  The  Planter  on  account  of  freight 
and  therefore  he  has  veiy  little  doubt  but  that  he  did  so  in  due  i 
although  unable  at  the  present  moment  positively  to  swear  to  the  i 
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Docks.    The  defendants  entered  the  cargo  in  their  own        i860. 

names;  but  when  the  plaintiff  applied  to  them  to  pay     matthkws 

bim  the  whole  freight  at  lOs,^  as  per  charterpartyy  they 

claimed  to  deduct  the  1018/.  and   other  small  sums, 

which  dieir  agents,  W.  Gibbs  ff  C0.9  had  advanced  to 

the  captain  of  7%«  Planter.     In  order  to  prevent  delay 

and  consequent  demurrage,  the   following  agreement 

was  then  entered  into  between  the  plaintiff  and   the 

defendants. 

'^LondoUf  December  14th,  1858. 

^  It  is  agreed  between  the  undersigned,  in  order  to 
pvevent  delay  in  discharging  the  cargo  of  The  Alarm, 
^t  the  discharge  shall  proceed,  and  the  delivery  be 
made  to  Messrs.  Anthony  Gibbs  ff  Sons,  the  consignees 
luuoed  in  the  bill  of  lading;  they  undertaking  to  pay 
^  freight  according  to  the  charterparty,  less  the  pro- 
portion of  the  sum  of  1089/.  9s,  4d.  advanced  by 
Messrs.  A.  Gibbs  ^  Sons  on  account  of  freight  to  the 
captain  of  The  Planter j  in  whose  vessel  the  cargo  now 
^  The  Alarm,  as  well  as  that  by  The  H.  D.  Broohman, 
^88  originally  shipped;  it  being  understood  that  this 
vrangement  shall  not  prejudice  the  owner's  right  to 
fecoYer  the  balance  claimed  for  freight  upon  the  cargo 
in  The  Alarm,  nor  the  right  of  Messrs  A.  Gibbs  jr  Sons 
to  have  the  said  cargo  delivered  to  them  without  paying 
>Q;  freight,  or  after  deducting  the  said  sum  of 
1089/,  9s.  4d.,  or  a  proportionate  part  thereof.*' 

Pavments  were  accordingly  made  by  the  defendants 
on  account,  before  action,  to  the  amount  of  3600il, 
which,  together  with  the  amount  paid  into  Court  after 
action  brought,  it  was  agreed,  reduced  the  plaintiff's 
claim  to  700/. :  which  sum,  being  the  amount  for  which 
the  verdict  was  taken,  was  agreed  to  be  T/ie  Alarm's 
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186a        proportion  of  the  1089i  9*.  4ttL  advanced  to  the  cap- 
Mattbkws     ^<^>"  of  ^f^  Planter,  distributing  the  whole   advances 
GIBB8.        between  The  Alarm  and  The  H.  D.  Brookman  in  pro- 
portion to  the  bulk  of  their  respective  cargoes. 

Sir  fVilHam  Athertan,  Solicitor  General,  in  last  Eatier 
Term  obtained  a  rule,  pursuant  to  the  leave  reserved,  to 
enter  a  verdict  for  the  defendants,  on  the  grounds,  fijnsi, 
that  the  sum  paid  into  Court  satisfied  the  whole  of  the 
plaintiff's  claim ;  secondly,  that  the  defendants  were  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  the  advances  made  to  the  captain 
of  The  Planter ;  thirdly,  that  the  said  captain  had  no 
authority  to  make  the  charter  with  The  Alarm  for  70f., 
so  as  to  bind  or  afiect  the  defendants ;  fourthly,  that  the 
guano  was  the  property  of  the  defendants,  and  the  pbdn- 
tiff  had  no  legal  lien. 

Bovill  and  J.  Kaye  now  shewed  cause  (a).  First,  the 
defendants  are  not  entitled  to  deduct  fix>m  the  plaintiflPs 
claim  the  advances  made  by  W.  GUbs  jr  ^*  to  the 
captain  of  The  Planter^  for  the  plaintiff  swears,  and  the 
facts  shew,  that  he  was  not  informed  by  them,  and  did 
not  know,  before  his  arrival  in  England,  that  those 
advances  had  been  made.  Secondly,  assuming  the  hci 
to  be  that  H^.  Gibbs  Sf  Co.  were  no  parties  to  the  trans- 
shipment of  the  guano  from  The  Planter  to  TTie  Alarm, 
but  refused  altogether  to  interfere,  still,  Carlisle,  the 
master  of  The  Planter,  had,  under  these  circumstancesi 
authority  as  master  to  bind  the  defendants,  as  owners  of 
the  cargo,  to  payment  of  the  705.  per  ton,  the  charter, 
party  freight  agreed  upon  between  him  and  the  plaioti£ 
If  trans-shipment  of  the  goods  becomes  necessary,  in  the 

{a)  Thursday,  November  I5th. 
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course  of  the  voyage,  by  reason  of  the  inability  of  the        1860. 
original  ship  to  carry  them  any   further;  and  if  the     Matthbws 
charterers*  agents,  being  thereupon   applied  to  by  the        gibbs. 
master,  refuse  to  interfere ;  the  necessity  and  exigency 
of  the  case  gives  the  master  authority  to  bind,  as  agent, 
^he  charterers  as  well  as  his  owners  to  the  terms  of  the 
^rana-ehipment.    The  law  upon  this  subject  is  clearly 
stated  as  follows  in  Keni'sCommentarieSy  vol.  3,  p.  296  (ed. 
lO ;  p.  212  of  original  edition).    *•  The  Enfflish  rule  un- 
tloubtedly  is,  that  if  the  ship  be  disabled  from  comple- 
^ng  the  voyage,  the  ship  owner  may  still  entitle  himself 
to  the  whole  freight  by  forwarding  the  goods  by  some 
t>ther  means  to  the  place  of  destination ;  and  he  has  no 
^ht  to  any  freight,  if  they  be  not  so  forwarded,  unless 
^t  be  dispensed  with,  or  there  be  some  new   contract 
^pon  the  subject      In  this  country  (a)  we  have  fol- 
lowed   the  doctrine   of  Emeriffon,   and    the  spirit   of 
^e  English  cases,  and  hold  it  to  be  the   duty  of  the 
faster,  from  his  character  of  agent  of  the  owner  of  the 
cargo,  which  is  cast  upon  him  from  the  necessity  of  the 
CBse,  to  act  in  the  port  of  necessity  for  the  best  interest 
^  all  concerned ;   and  he  has  powers  and   discretion 
^equate  to  the  trust,  and  requisite  for  the  safe  delivery 
^  the  cargo  at  the  port  of  destination.     If  there  be 
^^iK>ther  vessel,  in  the  same  or  in  a  contiguous  port,  which 
c<^n  be  had,  the  duty  is  clear  and  imperative  upon  the 
'^teter  to  hire  it ;  but  still  the  master  is  to  exercise  a 
^^Und  discretion  adapted  to  the  case.  He  may  trans-ship 
^be  cargo,  if  he  has  the  means,  or  let  it  remain.     He 
^^J  bind  it  for  repairs  to  the  ship.     He  may  sell  part, 
^^  liypothecate  the  whole.     If  he  hires  another  vessel  for 

(a)  I.  e.  America. 
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I860.        the  completion  of  the  voyage,  he  may  charge  the  cargo 
Matthews  '  ^^^h  the  increased  freight,  arising  from  the  hire  of  the 

G1BB8        °^^  ship.**    In  ShipUm  ▼.  Thomton{a)  it  was  held  that, 
whether  or  not  the  master  of  a  general  ship,  which  is  pre- 
vented from  completing  the  voyage  by  damage  occa«oned 
by  tempest,  is  bound,  he  is  at  any  rate  at  liber^,  if  he  has 
an  opportunity  and  thinks  fit,  to  forward  the  gooda, 
shipped  on  board,  to  the  place  of  destination,  by  some 
other  conveyance  equally  cheap ;  and  is  entitled,  if  the 
goods,  so  trans-shipped,  arrive  at  their  destination  and  are 
obtained  by  the  freighter,  to  the  whole  freight  originally 
contracted  for;  though  the  goods  are  carried  by  the 
second  conveyance  for  less  than  the  freight  originally 
contracted  for.     In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court,  which  contains  a  careful  review  of  the  authori- 
ties. Lord  Denman  C.  J.  says,  *'  One  question  ^  '*  has 
been  asked,  which  it  will  not  be  right  to  pass  over. 
What,  it  has  been  said,  if  the  transhipment  can  only  be 
effected  at  a  higher  than  the  original  rate  of  freight? 
Which  party  is  to  stand  to  that  loss  ?    By  the  French 
Ordinance  and  the  Code  de  Commerce^  and  accordii^ 
to  the  decisions  in  America  (to  which  Chancellor  Kent 
refers),  the  shipowner  is  entitled  to  chaige  the  cargo 
with  the  increased  freight,  and,  as  a  consequence  of  that 
rule,  it  becomes  an  average  loss;  and,  in  case  of  an  in- 
surance, must  be  made  good  by  the  insurers;  Emirigom^ 
Traite  des  Assur.    ch.  xii.  s.   16,  Cade  de  Com.  350. 
No  case  of  the  sort  that  we  are  aware  of  has  occurred 
in  this  country ;    nor  is  it  necessary  for  us  to  express 
any  opinion  further  than  as  it  bears  on  the  present 

(a)  9  ^  #  £  314.  336.  337. 
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qoestion.     It   may  well  be  that  the  master's  right  to        igeo. 
tranship  may  be  limited  to  those  cases  in  which  the     matthkws 
v-ojrage  may  be  completed  on  its  original  terras  as  to        ^^^-^^ 
fineig:ht,  8o  as  to  occasion   no   further  charge  to   the 
freighter;  and  that,  where  the  freight  cannot  be  pro- 
oured  at  that  rate,  another  but  familiar  principle  will  be 
iratroduced,  that  of  agency  for  the  merchant.     For  it 
must  never  be  forgotten  that  the  master  acts  in  a  double 
ca.pacity,  as  agent  of  the  owner  as   to  the  ship  and 
fr«^igfat,  and  agent  of  the  merchant  as  to  the  goods : 
tliese  interests  may  sometimes  conflict  with  each  other; 
And  from  that  circumstance  may  have  arisen  the  diflS- 
culty  of  defining  the  master's  duty  under  all  circum- 
stances in  any  but  very  general  terms.     The  case  now 
pot  supposes  an  inability  to  complete  the  contract  on  its 
original  terms  in  another  bottom,  and,  therefore,  the 
owner's  right  to  tranship  will  be  at  an  end ;  but  still, 
ill  circumstances  considered,  it  may  be  greatly  for  the 
benefit  of  the  freighter  that  the  goods  should  be  for- 
warded to  their  destination,  even  at  an  increased  rate  of 
freight;  and,  if  so,  it  will  be  the  duty  of  the  master  as 
his  agent  to  do  so.     In  such  a  case,  the  freighter  will  be 
bound  by  the  act  of  his  agent,  and  of  course  be  liable 
for  the  ihcreased  freight"    That  decision   b  a  clear 
anthority  that  the  defendants  in  the  present  case  are 
liiUe,  the  cargo  having  been  transHshipped  fix>m   The 
Banter  to  The  Alarm  on  the  original  terms  as  to  freight, 
and  no  frirther  charge  having  been  occasioned  to  the 
fighters,  the  defendants.      [Cockbum   C.   J.      The 
chief  question  is,  as  whose  agent  did  Carlisle,  the  master 
of  The  Planter,  act  in  making  the  trans-shipment?   Did 
be  not  act  merely  in  the  interest  of  hb  owners,  to  enable 
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18GQ.  them  to  earn  the  original  freight?  HiU  3.,  Shipion  ▼. 
Matthbws"    ITiomtan  (a)  decides  that  the  master,  acting  for  his  prin- 

61BB8.  ^p^^  his  owners,  may  do  all  that  is  necessary,  by  tnuis- 
shipping  the  cargo,  to  enable  them  to  earn  their  original 
freight.  The  passage  cited  from  the  judgment  shews  that, 
if  the  freight  on  trans-shipment  is  higher  than  that  original 
freight,  the  qnestion  arises  whether  the  necessity  of  the 
cas3  was  such  as  to  authorize  the  master  to  act  as  agent 
also  for  the  cargo  owners,  and  bind  them  by  his  contract 
to  pay  the  higher  rate.  Such  a  qnestion,  however, 
cannot  arise  here ;  for  whereas  the  original  freight  was  70t. 
a  ton,  the  current  freight  from  Callao^  at  the  time  of  the 
trans-shipment,  was  only  40s.  Moreover,  in  cases  where 
the  question  does  arise.  Lord  Denman  C.  J.  pnxseeds 
to  say  that  as  **  circumstances  make  it  necessary,  on  the 
one  hand,  to  repose  a  large  discretion  in  the  master,*" 
*'  the  same  circumstances  require  that  the  exercise  of 
that  large  discretion  should  be  very  narrowly  watched.*^ 
The  other  side  will  rely  on  Gtbbs  v.  Gretf{b)\  bot  that 
case  is  distinguishable.  It  was  there  held  that  the 
master  of  a  disabled  ship  could  not  make  a  special  eon- 
tract,  binding  the  owners  of  cargo  trans-shipped  thoe- 
from^  for  the  conveyance  of  the  cargo  in  a  substituted  ship 
to  its  destination :  but  the  judgment  proceeded  on  the 
ground  that  the  cargo  owners  had  an  agent,  to  the  know- 
ledge  of  the  master^  at  the  port  of  distress,  and  that  die 
master  had  not,  as  he  was  bound  to  do,  communicated 
with  that  agent,  or  given  him  the  option  of  receiving 
the  cargo  there.  The  tacts  of  the  present  case  bring  it 
within  the  principles  laid  down  by  Lord  Stowell^  then 

(a)  9A,fK3U.  (6)  tiH.fN,2X 
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Sir   WFilKam  Scatty  as  to  the  power  of  the  master  to  bind        i860. 
thk^  owners  of  the  cargo,  in  his  judgment  in  The  Grati-     Matthews 
i9^^iT^{a\  as  follows.    '*  The  Court  would,  undoubtedly, 
1>^    very  unwilling  to  relax   the  general  obligation  of 
m^^ters  to  correspond  with  the  proprietors,  where  it  is 
I>iracticable :  but,  taking  the  obligation  to  be  such,  the 
arm  lister  has  complied  with  that  obligation ;  he  applied  to 
t]:i.e  correspondent  of  the  principal  consignee,  and  through 
bim    to  the  consignee  who  is  described  as  owner  of  a 
'part   of  the  cargo.     From  him  he  received  an  answer 
sent   by   that  consignee  and    proprietor,"    ^*  expressly 
declining  to  give  particular  directions,  and  referring  him 
entirely  to  his  own  discretion.     From  that  conduct,  I 
thinl  that  all  the  authority  that  might  become  necessary 
for    the  preservation  of  the  cargo,  was  devolved  upon 
bim  by  the  very  act  of  the  consignee,  even  if  he  had 
not   possessed  it  under  the  general  law :  for  if  he  was 
'^cuitted  to  his  own  discretion,  everything  then  which 
^    did  under  that  discretion,  justly  exercised,  was  ex- 
pre^Iy  warranted  by  the  act  of  his  employer,  so  far  at 
l^ast  as  the  interests  of  that  particular  employer  were 
^^Ocemed."    In  that  case  it  was  held  that,  in  a  case  of 
^liBtress,  a  master  may  hypothecate  his  cargo  on  freight 
^^  repairs  in  a  foreign  port,  such  repairs  being  necessary 
w  the  prosecution  of  his  voyage.    And  Sir  William  Scott 
'^cl  it  down  that,  if  the  lender,  in  such  a  case,  has  not 
^^  all  acted  unfairly,  by  taking  undue  advantage  of  the 
'^^aster's  necessity,  the  contract  cannot  be  vitiated,  either 
^  '^vbole  or  in  part.     "  It  will  not  be  sufficient,  either 
''pon  principle  or  upon  determinations  of  the  Court," 
^^  «dds(ft)  ^<  that  the  master  has  taken  undue  advantage 

(a)  3  Rob.  Ad,  Rep.  240.  273.  (b)  3  Rob.  Ad.  Rep.  272. 
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I860.        against  his  employer ;  that  is  a  matter  between  bim  and 

Hatthcws^    his  employer,  with  which  the  third  person  has  nothing 

GiBBs.        ^^  ^^>  unless  personally  implicated  by  the  £Eu:ts  of  the 

transaction,  in  the  fraud  that  may  have  been  practised.*' 

(The  case  was  then  adjourned.) 

Sir  WiUiam  Aihertont  Solicitor  General,  and  Cleadnf^ 
in  support  of  the  rule  (a),  were  not  called  upon  to 
argue. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  We  are  agreed  that  the  rule  must 
be  made  absolute  to  enter  the  verdict  for  the  defendants. 
The  facts  of  the  case  are  shortly  these.  The  defendants, 
who  are  merchants  in  London^  chartered  a  vessel  called 
The  Planter  to  bring  a  cargo  of  guano  to  this  country, 
at  a  freight  of  70«.  a  ton.  Advances  to  a  considerable 
amount,  on  account  of  freight,  were  made  by  the  agents 
of  the  defendants  to  the  captain  of  The  Planter  in  SauA 
America.  After  the  guano  had  been  shipped  The  Planter^ 
in  consequence  of  sea  damage,  became  incapable  of 
proceeding  upon  her  voyage,  and,  the  agents  of  the 
defendants  declining  to  take  upon  themselves  the  trans- 
shipment of  the  cai]go  to  any  other  vessel  for  the  purpose 
of  its  being  conveyed  to  its  destination,  the  master  of 
The  Planter^  one  CarlUk,  chartered  two  vessels  for  that 
purpose,  in  respect  of  one  of  which.  The  Alarm,  the 
present  action  arises.  He  chartered  this  vessel  in  his 
own  name,  and  took  a  bill  of  lading  for  the  cargo  shipped 
in  her  from  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the  captain ;  which 
bill  of  lading  was  made  out  to  him  as  the  shipper,  the 
defendants  being  named  therein  as  the  consignees,  to 

(a)  Monday,  November  19Ul 
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whom  the  guano  was  to  be  delivered  in  this  country.  In  1860. 
the  charterparty  with  The  Alarm^  Carlisle  agreed  to  pay  Matthews 
the  same  amount  of  freight  as  his  owners  had  stipulated  q  l^^^ 
for  in  the  original  charterparty ;  but,  by  a  private  and 
subordinate  agreement* between  him  and  the  plaintiff, 
Carlhk  stipulated  that  while  the  70«.  per  ton  should  be 
required  of  the  consignees  on  the  delivery  of  the  cargo, 
the  plaintiff  was  to  keep  only  40«.  per  ton  as  the  rate  of 
freight  as  between  him  and  Carlisle^  and  was  to  hand 
OTer  to  CarUsle,  whether  for  the  benefit  of  him  or  of  his 
owners  does  not  clearly  appear,  the  difference  between 
the  10$.  per  ton  which  was  to  be  received  from  the 
defendants  and  the  40s.  per  ton  for  which  the  guano 
was  to  be  conveyed  to  this  country.  The  guano  having 
vrifed  in  7%«  Alarm,  the  defendants,  the  consignees, 
demanded  the  cargo,  offering  to  pay  the  difference 
between  the  amount  of  freight  at  the  rate  which  they 
had  contracted  to  pay  by  the  original  charterparty, 
namely,  70i.  per  ton,  and  the  advances  which  their 
agents  in  South  America  had  made  to  the  captain  of 
The  Planter.  The  plaintiff  insisted  on  the  payment  of 
the  lull  freight,  namely,  70s.  per  ton.  After  some  dis- 
cussion, the  guano  was  delivered  to  the  defendants 
without  prejudice  to  the  lien  of  the  plaintiff,  if  any,  for 
freight. 

Three  questions  arise.  First,  was  the  contract  made 
hj  Carlisle,  when  he  chartered  The  Alarm,  a  contract 
nnde  by  him  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  on  their 
behalf?  Secondly,  if  so,  was  it  one  by  which  the 
defendants  were  bound?  And,  thirdly,  supposing  the 
latter  question  to  be  answered  in  the  negative,  and  that 
ihe  contract  entered  into  by  Carlisle  with  the  plaintiff  is 
held  to  have  been  made  by  him  as  agent  of  the  owners 
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1860. 


Matthews 

▼. 

O1BB8. 


of  The  Planter^  had  those  owners  a  lien  which  they 
could  transfer  to  the  plaintifl;  so  as  to  entitle  the  latter 
to  withhold  the  goods  until  the  whole  of  the  freight  had 
been  paid  ? 

I  am  of  opinion  that  our  judgment  ought  to  be  for 
the  defendants  on  all  three  questions.    In  the  first  place, 
I  think  the  contract  entered  into  between  Carlisle  and 
the  plaintiff  must  be  considered  as  a  contract  entered 
into  by  him  on  behalf  of  his  owners,  and  not  on  behalf 
of   the   defendants.      The  charterparty  purports  to  be 
made   by   him   with   the   plaintiff    in   his  own  name, 
without  any  mention   of  his   acting  as  agent  for  the 
defendants.     The  bill  of  lading  is  also  made  out  to  him. 
in  his  own  name,  as  consignor,  the  defendants  beings 
only  mentioned  as  the  consignees.     I  agree  that  these 
circumstances  are  not  conclusive.    A  far  more  importani 
fact,  in  considering  this  first  point,  is,  that  by  the  contract 
with  the  plaintiff  the  rate  of  freight  to  be  demanded  by 
the  plaintiff,  as  captain  of  The  Alarm,  on  the  arrival  of 
the  goods  in  England,  was  to  be  the  same  as  that  which 
the  defendants  had  agreed  to  pay  to  the  owner  of  The 
Planter,  whereas  the  rate  of  freight  actually  to  be  paid 
to  the  plaintiff,  as  between  Carlisle,  who  made  the  char- 
terparty, and  the  plaintiff,  was  a  much  smaller  rate. 
Now,  it  was  perfectly  competent  to  Carlisle,  on  behalf 
of  the  owners  of  The  Planter,  to  make  such  a  contract : 
for  it  is  well  established  that  when  the  shipowner^  who 
has  contracted  to  carry  goods  under  a  charterparty  to  a 
given  place  of  destination  In  a  particular  bottom,  finds 
that  by  some  vis  major  he  is  prevented  from  fulfilling 
his  contract,  it  is  open  to  him,  for  the  purpose  of  carry- 
ing out  the  contract  so  far  as  he  can,  and  earning  the 
freight  to  which  he  is  entitled  under  it,  to  forward  the 
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Soods  to  their  destination  in  a  substituted  bottom  ;  and        i860. 
^iiene  is  nothing  to  prevent  bis  doing  that  upon  the  most     matthkws 
^d^rantageous  terms  to  himself  which  the  circumstances        ^^^^ 
w^ill  admit  of.     If  he  sends  the  goods  to  their  destina- 
tion, it  18  immaterial  to  the  owners,  so  long  as  the;  get 
Cb^m  delivered  at  the  freight  agreed  on,  whether  the 
on£;inal  shipowner^  when  obliged  to  substitute  another 
jsliip  for  his  own,  gets  the  goods  conveyed  to  their  desti- 
rmation  at  the  freight  originally  agreed  upon,  or  for  less; 
«a.ndl  therefore,   if  the  shipowner,  under  circumstances 
fl^tJtborizing  him  to  trans-ship  the  goods,  is  enabled  to  get 
t-liem  conveyed  at  a  lower  rate  of  freight,  there  is  no 
ol>]ection  to  his  having  the  benefit.     In  this  view  it  was 
a    perfectly  legitimate   transaction   on  the  part  of  the 
master  of  The  Planter,  acting  for  his  owners,  to  make  an 
agreement  with  the  plaintiff  that  the  same  rate  of  freight 
should  be   chai]ged   to  the  defendants   which,  by  the 
original  charterparty,  they  had  stipulated  to  pay ;  while 
the  substituted  shipowner  should  receive  a  less  freight, 
the  difference  going  to  the  benefit  of  the  original  ship- 
owners.    On  the  other  hand,  if  Carlisle,  in  making  this 
contract,  had  been  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants, 
be  would  have  been  guilty  of  a  gross  fraud.     For  it  is 
plain  that  when  the  captain  of  the  original  shipowner, 
from  the  necessity  of  circumstances,  takes  upon  himself 
to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  owner  of  the  goods,  it  becomes 
Us  doty  to  do  his  best  for  the  interest  of  the  latter,  and 
to  make  the  best  bargain  he  can  for  the  conveyance  of 
the  cargo  to  its  destination.     Therefore,  if  Carlisle,  not 
deeming  it  expedient^  or  finding    himself  unable,  to 
forward  the  goods  in  another  bottom  on  account  of  his 
owners,  took  upon  himself,  under  the  necessity  of  the 
<^,  to  do  so  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  he  would 
VOL.  ni.  X  E.   &   E. 
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1860.        no  longer  have  any  right  to  look  to  the  interest  of  his 
Matthews    owners :  his  sole  business  would  be  to  consider  the  in- 

G1BB8  terest  of  the  owner  of  the  goods.  This  being  so,  if  be 
was  acting  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  his  agreeing 
to  pay  for  the  conveyance  of  the  guano  at  the  rate  of 
70«.  per  ton^  when  he  could  have  got  it  conveyed  toft 
40«.,  would  have  been  a  gross  act  of  fraud ;  and  it  would 
have  been  equally  fraudulent  in  his  owners  to  pocket 
the  difference.  Now  the  plaintiff,  who  was  captain  of 
The  Alarm,  knew  all  the  circumstances,  and  would 
therefore  necessarily  have  been  a  party  to  the  fraud. 
On  the  whole,  then,  I  think  that,  as  the  contract  entered 
into  by  Carlisle  with  the  plaintiff,  if  made  on  behalf  of 
his  owners,  would  be  a  legitimate  transaction,  whereas, 
if  made  by  him  as  the  agent  of  the  defendants,  it  would 
be  grossly  fraudulent,  and  this  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
plaintiff;  the  proper  inference  from  these  facts  is,  that  it 
was  a  contract  entered  into  by  him  on  behalf  of  his 
owners,  and  therefore  that  it  is  not  binding  on  the 
defendants. 

In  the  second  place,  looking  at  the  case  irrespective 
of  this  consideration,  let  us  see  whether,  even  if  Carlisle 
did  enter  into  this  contract  of  charterparty  with  the 
plaintiff,  as  agent  of  the  defendants,  he  could  bind  the 
defendants  by  the  contract.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  he  could  not.  I  am  not  disposed  to  question  the 
doctrine,  in  support  of  which  Shipton  v.  Thomiom  (a) 
was  cited,  that  the  master  of  a  trading  vessel,  although 
primarily  the  immediate  agent  of  the  shipowner,  yet,  if 
the  vessel  in  which  the  cai]go  has  been  shipped  becomes 
incapable  of  conveying  it  to  its  destination  by  the  inter- 

(a)  ^A,^E.  314. 


▼. 
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vention  of  some  vis  major,  and  the  shipowner  will  not  or        i860. 

cannot  transmit  the  goods  to  their  destination,  has,  arising  "j^atthewi" 

out  of  the  necessity  and  exigency  of  the  circumstances, 

an  implied  authority  to  act  as  the  agent  of  the  owner  of 

the  goods,  and  to  do  what  may  be  expedient  for  sending 

tbem  to  their  destination,  on  the  best  terms  that  he  can 

'nake.    But  it  must  be  understood  that  this  implied 

Authority  of  the  master  is  co-extensive  with  and  limited 

^y  the  necessity  out  of  which  it  arises,  just  as  it  also  is 

^bere  he  acts,  under  extraordinary  circumstances,  as 

^be  agent  of  his  owners,  with  regard  to  pledging  their 

•    <^redit,  or  the  ship  itself,  for  necessaries  for  the  ship. 

I^is  is  obviously  reasonable  with  reference  to  those  with 

^hoae  interests  the  master  is  dealing  in  their  absence: 

'^V' bile  there  is  nothing  unreasonable  in  requiring  of  a 

S^^raon  making  a  contract  with  a  master,  whether  acting 

^>Ki  behalf  of  the  shipowner  or  of  a  goods  owner,  that, 

^  blowing  that  the  implied  authority  of  the  master  arises 

<^iat  of  the  necessity  of  the  case,  and  having,  from  being 

^^*^  the  spot,  every  opportunity  of  inquiry,  he  shall  take 

^^l  leasonable  means  to  satisfy  himself  of  the  existence 

^**  the  necessity  out  of  which  alone  the  authority  can 

^^^ise.    Now,  in  this  case,  it  is  clear  that  there  was  no 

^^^cessity  for  the  contract  into  which  Carlisle^  the  master, 

Entered.     There  might  be  a  necessity,  indeed,  under 

^^  particuhir  circumstances  of  the  case,  for  his  procur- 

^tf  other  vessels,  in  order  to  transmit  the  cargo  to  its 

place  of  destination ;  but  there  was  none  for  his  entering 

^tito  a  contract  to  pay  freight  at  the  rate  of  70«.  per  ton. 

And  not  only  was  this  so,  but  the  absence  of  any  such 

Necessity  was  known  to  the  plaintiff,  seeing  that  by  the 

V  contract  with  him  it  was  stipulated  that,  while  70«.  a 

^        ton  should  be  demanded  of  the  defendants,  the  guano 
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1860.        should  actually  be  conveyed  at  40s.  per  ton.     lamo 
MATTBEW8    op"^"^"»  therefore,  that  the  contract,  if  entered  intob; 
Q  ^'  the  captain  as  agent  of  the  defendants,  was  bad  on  tw< 

grounds:  first,  as  being  fraudulent,  and  fraudulent  t 
the  knowledge  of  the  plaintiff;  secondly,  as  being  bejoQ 
the  limits  of  any  authority  which  the  captain  could  exei 
cise  in  the  position  in  which  he  was  placed. 

There  being,  then,  no  contract  to  bind  the  defendant! 
we  come  to  the  remaining  question,  namely,  whethei 
if  the  contract  with  the  plaintiff  be  considered  as  od< 
entered  into  by  Carlisle  on  account  of  his  owners^  then 
is  any  right  of  lien  in  the  plaintiff  which  could  entitli 
him  to  withhold  the  delivery  of  the  goods  from  the  de 
fendants:  for  it  was  agreed  that  the  goods  ahoukl  Ix 
given  up  without  prejudice  to  any  lien  of  the  plaintiff; 
and,  if  any  lien  existed  beyond  the  amount  which  luu 
been  paid,  the  plaintiff  must  succeed  in  this  action.  TIm 
question  turns  upon  whether  the  defendants  are  entitlec 
to  deduct,  as  against  the  plaintiff,  the  advances  made  oi 
account  of  freight  to  the  owners  of  The  Plamter.  And 
here  a  question  presents  itself  which*  may  be  open  tc 
sonie  doubt.  Although  the  original  shipowner  may  be 
entitled,  on  account  of  the  physical  impossibility  of  con- 
veying the  goods  to  their  destination  in  the  bottoaa 
originally  contracted  for,  to  employ  another  to  convej 
the  goods  and  receive  the  freight,  can  he,  when  he  parts 
with  the  possession  of  the  goods,  transfer  hb  right  oi 
lien  to  the  substituted  shipowner?  I  by  no  meaofl 
desire  to  be  understood  as  saying  that  he  cannot.  It 
may  be  that  the  same  rule  of  law  which  empowers  the 
original  shipowner,  under  circumstances  of  necessity,  to 
trans-ship  the  goods,  and,  by  sending  them  to  the  place 
of  delivery  in  another  ship,  to  retain  his  right  to  recovei 
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^  feight  as  against  the  owner  of  the  goods,  gives        i860. 

•Jso,  at  the  same  time^  as  incidental  to  this  right,  that  of     mitthswb 

^'^AQsfening  also  the  lien  which  he  would  have  had  upon 

the  goods  for  the  freight,  if  he  had  himself  conveyed 

^bem  to  their  destination.     But  it  is  not  necessary  to 

decide  that  question  in  the  present  case.     It  is  enough 

to  8ay  that,  supposing  the  right  exbts  to  transfer  the  lien 

^nder  such  circumstances  from  one  shipowner  to  the 

other,  at  all  events  the  6rst  can  transfer  to  the  other  no 

greater  right  of  lien  than  he  himself  possessed.     The 

Qtinost   which    the   plaintiff  can  claim,  if  the  second 

charter  be  considered,  as  it  must  be,  as  one  between 

OarUsk  and  him,  is  to  stand  in  the  shoes  of  the  original 

shipowners,  for  whom  Carlisle  was  acting.     Then,  what 

iras  the  lien  which  these  owners  had  at  the  time  the 

pocds  were  transferred  ?     Not  a  lien  on  the  goods  for 

the  whole  of  the  freight ;  for  considerable  advances  had 

been  made  on  account  of  the  freight,  and  the  lien  of  the 

owners  of  The  Piin^er  remained  only  for  the  residue.  The 

defendants  were  entitled  to  demand  the  delivery  of  their 

goods,  had  they  been  in  the  hands  of  the  original  ship- 

<>wner8,  on  payment  of  the  balance,  and  the  lien  of  such 

^ipowners  could   exist  only    for   that  balance.     The 

plaintiff,  who  is  substituted  for  the  original  shipowners 

^d  stands  in  their  place,  can  be  In  no  better  condition ; 

«nd  therefore,  on  the  payment  of  the  balance  due  on 

Aft  original  charterparty,  the  defendants  were  entitled 

^  the  delivery  of  their  goods,  in  whosesoever  hands 

^^J  were,  at  the  place  of  delivery.     In  addition  to  the 

^Dis  paid  on  account  of  freight  to  the  plaintiff,  the 

defendants  claimed  to  deduct  the  amount  of  the  advances 

***«de  to  the  master  of  TTie  Planter ;  and,  on  this  action 

boing  brought,  they  paid  the  amount  of  the  balance  into 

^ourt.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  plaintiff  could  have  no 
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lien  beyond  that  amount,  and,  consequently,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entided  to  retain  his  verdict  on  the 
ground  of  lien.  I  am  of  opinion,  therefore,  that  the  rule 
should  be  made  absolute. 


(WiQHTBfAN  J.  was  absent) 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion*  My  Lord  hae 
entered  so  fully  into  all  the  points  that  I  do  not  feel  il 
necessary  to  add  anything. 


(Blackburn  J.  was  absent) 


Rule  absolute. 


NovemberTOth, 


Myebs  against  Sabl  and  others. 

A  CTION  to  recover  an  alleged  balance  due  from 
defendants  to  plaintiff  on  a  building  contract 
At  the  London  Sittings,  after  Trinity  Term,  1858,  the 
case  was  referred,  by  consent  and  by  order  of  Nisi 
Prius,  to  an  arbitrator^  who  was  empowered  to  state  a 
case  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court.  The  arbitrator,  on 
6th  June^  1860,  made  his  award  in  favour  of  the  plain* 


Plaintiff  a 

builder,  bj 

deed  con- 
tracted with 

defendant« 

to  build  for 

them  a  house 

and  premises 

for  a  certain 

sum.    The 

deed  provided 

that  •'  no 

alterations  or 

additions 

shall  be  admitted  unless  directed  by  the  architect  of"  defendants  **  in  writing  under 
his  hand,  and  a  weekly  account  of  the  work  done  thereunder  shall  be  delivered  to  the 
said  architect  or  the  clerk  of  the  works  on  every  Monday  next  ensuing  the  performanee 
of  such  work ;  and  the  delivery  of  such  account  shall  be  a  condition  precedent  to  the  ririit 
of"  plaintiff  "  to  recover  payment  for  any  such  addition  or  alteration."  ^^ 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff  to  recover  the  balance  due  under  the  contract,  the  <*1*;^ 
including  charges  for  additions  and  alterations :  Held,  first,  that  parol  evidence  wae 
admissible  for  plaintiff  to  explain  that  the  expression  "  weekly  account**  was  a  term  o£ 
art  well  known  in  the  building  trade,  and  meant,  b;^  the  usage  of  the  trade,  an  account 
of  the  day  work  expended  in  each  week  on  the  additions  and  alterations,  and  the  mate* 
rials  used  in  such  oay  work.  Secondly,  that  mere  sketches  of  the  manner  in  which  the 
extra  work  was  to  be  done,  prepared  and  furnished  to  plaintiff  by  defendants*  architect 
but  not  signed  by  him,  were  not  directions  in  writing  under  the  hand  of  the  architect* 
within  the  meamng  of  the  contract. 
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tiff  ior  a  certain  sum;  subject  to  the  opinion  of  the        i860. 
Court  OQ  the  following  case. 


Sarl. 


Mters 
The  plaintiff  was  a  builder ;  and  by  a  deed  dated  1 8th        ^  J* 

October,  1856,  and  executed  by  him  and  the  defendants, 

lie  cootracted  and  agreed  with  the  defendants  to  erect 

and  build  for  them  a  house  and  premises  for  the  sum  of 

iSOlLf  upon  the  terms  and  subject  to  the  stipulations 

and  conditions  contained  in  the  said  deed,  a  copy  of 

which  was  annexed  to  and  was  to  be  considered  as  part 

of  the  case.      The  house  and  premises  were  built  by 

the  plaintiff,  and  certain  extra  works  and  fittings  were 

done  and  provided  by  him  in  and  about  the  same  ;  and 

the  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  3783/.  4s.  Sd.^ 

being  the  balance  claimed  to  be  due  on  the  contract  and 

the  value  of  such  extra  works  and  fittings,  after  giving 

credit  to   the   defendants  for   all  sums  paid  by  them 

on     account.     By   the  contract  it  was  provided    that 

**  do  alterations  or  additions  shall  be  admitted  unless 

directed    by    the  architect    of"    the   defendants    "in 

^iv^ting  under  his  hand ;  and  a  weekly  account  of  the 

▼ork  done  thereunder  shall  be  delivered  to  the  said 

tttsbitect  or  the  clerk  of  the  works  on  every  Monday 

^^xi  ensuing  the  performance  of  such  work ;  and  the 

delivery  of  such  account  shall  be  a  condition  precedent 

to  the  right  of "  the  plaintiff  '^  to  recover  payment  for 

any  such  addition  or  alteration.^'     It  was  contended 

Wore  the  arbitrator,  on  behalf  of  the  defendants,  that 

the  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  some  of  the 

tttn  work  done  by  him,  on  the  ground  that  the  same 

^  not  directed  to  be  done  by  the  architect  by  any 

^ting  under  his  hand  pursuant  to  the  clause  in  the 

^tnct  above  set  out,  and  also  on  the  ground  that  no 

sufficient  weekly  accounts  of  such  work  were  delivered 
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I860.  by  the  plaintiff  within  the  meaning  of  that  clanse.  ^tfa 
^ms  respect  to  the  latter  objection  it  appeared  in  eridenoe 
slmu  ^^^^  certain  accounts  of  the  extra  work  were  delivered 
by  the  plaintiff  as  and  for  weekly  accounts  vrithin  the 
meaning  of  the  contract;  and  it  was  contended  on  hb 
behalf  that  the  term  <<  weekly  account,^  as  used  in  the 
contract,  was  a  term  of  art  well  known  in  the  building 
trade  and  to  all  builders  and  architects,  and  that  paid 
testimony  was  admissible  to  prove  its  meaning.  The 
admissibility  of  such  evidence  was  objected  to  on  the 
part  of  the  defendants.  The  arbitrator  held  that  the 
words  used  were  a  term  of  art,  and  that  such  evidence 
was  admissible:  and  he  accordingly  received  the  same, 
and  was  satisfied  thereby  that  the  weekly  aocount! 
delivered  by  the  plaintiff  of  such  estra  work  were  suffix 
cient  weekly  accounts  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
tract, and  accordingly  he  included  the  value  of  aocl 
extra  work  in  the  amount  awarded  to  the  plaintiff.  Witli 
respect  to  the  objection  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  en- 
titled to  recover  for  part  of  the  extra  work,  on  die 
ground  that  the  same  was  not  directed  to  be  done  by  the 
architect,  by  any  writing  under  his  hand  pursuant  to  the 
contract,  the  arbitrator  found  and  determined  that,  ai 
regards  the  greater  part  of  such  extra  work,  the  sam* 
was  directed  to  be  done  by  the  architect  by  suOScieis 
orders  or  directions  in  writing  under  his  hand ;  but  a 
regards  a  small  part  thereof,  amounting  to  the  sum 
105/.  18«.  5d.y  the  only  evidence  of  any  such  orders 
directions  in  writing  produced  before  the  arbitrator  w^l, 
certain  sketches,  indicating  the  manner  in  which 
extra  work  was  to  be  done,  but  not  specifying  the 
terials  to  be  used,  or  containing  any  absolute  order 
direction  for  the  execution  of    such   works.      Tbe 
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fetches  were  all  prepared  in  the  office  of  the  said  i860. 
Mcbitect  of  the  defendants,  by  his  clerks  and  under  his  m^^m 
iirections,  and  were  by  his  order  furnished  to  the 
plaiotiiF^  but  were  not  signed  by  the  said  architect  or  his 
el^iis.  These  sketches  were  annexed  to  the  case.  As 
le^ards  them,  the  arbitrator  held  and  adjudged  that  they 
irere  not  sufficient  orders  or  directions  in  writing  within 
tbe  meaning  of  the  contract;  and  accordingly  disallowed 
to  (he  plaintiff  the  value  of  the  work  done  under  them. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were: 
First,  was  the  arbitrator  right  in  admitting  parol  tes- 
timony to  shew  the  meaning  of  the  term  *' weekly 
tocsoont,"  as  used  in  the  contract?  If  the  Court  should 
be  of  opinion  that  such  evidence  was  inadmissible,  the 
^vnoant  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  reduced  by  a 
certain  sum.  Secondly,  If  the  Court  should  be  of 
<>pinion  that  the  said  sketches  were  sufficient  written 
^i^ers  or  directions  for  the  execution  of  the  works 
herein  indicated,  and  that  the  arbitrator  ought  tp  have 
^owed  to  the  plaintiff  the  value  of  such  works,  the 
^itioant  awarded  to  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  increased  by 
^1^  said  sum  of  lOSiL  ISs.  5d. 

iMshj  in  this  Term,  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  on 
^e  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  case  should  not  be 
Emitted  back  to  the  arbitrator  to  be  amended  in  the 
^bitement  of  facts  raising  the  first  point  It  was  ordered 
^bat  this  rale  should  come  on  for  argument  with  the 
special  case. 

Specimens  of  the  weekly  accounts  delivered  by  the 

plwntiff  were  attached  to  the  affidavits  on  which  this 

^Xile  was  obtained.   These  were  each  headed  **  Accounts 

of  day   work  and  materials.'*    It  was  sworn  that  the 

plwntiff   conceded,    before  the  arbitrator,   that  these 
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I860.  accounts  contMoed  an  account  of  onl^ 
Htxbs  portion  of  the  additions  and  alterations  ai 
gj^  contract,  being  confined  to  the  day  wo 
each  week  on  such  additions  and  alte 
materials  used  in  such  day  work;  that 
contended  that  accounts  of  all  the  worl 
have  been  delivered,  according  to  th< 
language  of  the  contract;  and  that  tlu 
tendered  the  evidence  of  architects  and  b 
that  the  accounts  delivered  were  sufficu 
was  the  custom,  or  common  practice, 
trade,  to  deliver  accounts  of  such  mati 
said  accounts  contained,  and  that,  in  ref 
works  capable  of  being  measured,  it  v 
deliver  any  account  of  them;  which 
objected  to  by  the  defendants,  but  i 
arbitrator. 

Bamll  ( Tompson  Chitty  with  him} 
First,  there  b  no  ground  for  sending 
arbitrator.     He  was  not  required,  b 
state  any  points  which^might  arise ; 
powered  to  state  a  case  according  t 
he  has  set  forth  sufficient  facts  to  i 

(The  Court  here  stated  that  thi 
and  that  the  rule  must  be  dischaj 

Secondly,  the  arbitrator  was  c 
parol  evidence  to  explain  the 
that  being,  as  he  has  found,  a  t 
trade.    [Blackburn  J.    Grant  * 
rity  in  your  favour.] 

{a)  15  M, 
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ZmA,  contra.    The  case  is  not  within  the  principles        xggo. 
Qpon  which  parol   evidence  is  admissible  to  explain       uykeb 
'written  docoments.     The  parol  evidence,  here,  was  not        g^^ 
'''districted  to  the  meaning  of  an  ambiguous  word  or  ex- 
prtession,  but  was  admitted  to  contradict  the  plain  mean- 
Jog  of  the  words  ''a  weekly  account  of  the  work  done 
tbereonder,^  u  e.  under  the  direction  of  the  architect, 
ttxid  to  prove  that  those  words  were  satisfied  by  the 
delivery  of  accounts  of  extra  work  not  done  under  such 
direction.      Grant    v.   Maddox  {a)   is  distinguishable. 
Parol  evidence  was  properly  admitted,  in  that  case,  to 
shew  that,  by  the  word  "year''  in  the  contract  there  in 
c^iicstion,  the  theatrical  year  was  intended.  [Blackburn  J. 
X>oe8  not  the  principle  of  that  decision  shew  that  evi- 
dence is  admissible  to  explain  that,  by  a  "  weekly  account 
of  the  work,"  an  account  of  certain  portions  of  weekly 
'^ork    was    meant?    Alderson    B.'s    judgment   makes 
strongly  against  the  present  defendants.     He  says,  **  It 
^^   perfectly  true  that  you  have  no  right  to  qualify  or 
•Iter  the  effect  of  a  written  contract  by  parol  evidence; 
^ot  it  is  perfectly  competent  to  you  to  qualify  or  alter  by 
I^arol  evidence  the  meaning  of  the  words  which  appa- 
^^ntly  form  the  written  contract,  and  to  insert  the  true 
^ords  which  the  parties  intended  to  use.     That  is  not 
^  alter  the  contract,  but  to  shew  what  the  contract  is. 
^^erever  the  words  used  have,  by  usage  or  local  custom, 
•  peculiar  meaning,  that  meaning  may  be  shewn  by 
parol  evidence.     Here  the  contract  is,  that  the  plaintiff 
^  to  be  paid,ybr  three  years^  a  salary  of  5/.,  6/.,  and  *Jl. 
per  week  in  those  years.     That  means,  according  to  the 
evidence  and  the  finding  of  the  jury,  that  she  is  to  be  paid 
Bo  much  per  week  during  every  week  that  the  theatre 
(a)  15  M,  f  W,  737. 
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1860.  ^3  ^P^Q  ^Q  ihose  years.''  Yoa  seek  to  read  the  words 
j^jyb^  *•  a  weekly  account  of  the  work  done**  as  eqaivalent  to 
^^^^  **  a  weekly  account  of  all  the  work  done."]  That  is  the 
fair  meaning  of  the  words,  and  it  would  be  contradicted 
by  the  parol  evidence.  Blackett  ▼•  Roycd  Exchange 
Assurance  Company  (a)  is  in  point.  There,  in  an  action 
on  a  policy  on  ship,  in  the  common  form,  ^  upon  the 
body,  tackle,  apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  boat  and 
other  furniture  of  the  ship  called  The  Thames^'  it  was 
held  that  parol  evidence  was  inadmissible  of  a  usage  at 
Lhyd^s  that  boats  slung  on  the  ship's  quarter  (which 
was  proved  to  be  the  invariable  mode  of  carrying  them 
on  such  voyages  as  that  insured)  were  not  protected  by 
the  policy.  In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court 
Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.  said,  <^  The  policy  is  in  the  usual 
form  as  to  ship  and  goods,  and,  as  far  as  regards  the  ship, 
imports  to  be  upon  the  ship  (that  is,  the  body),  tackle, 
apparel,  ordnance,  munition,  boat,  and  other  furniture 
of  the  ship  called  The  Thames.  There  is  no  ezceptiony 
and  the  policy  is,  therefore,  upon  the  face  of  it,  upon 
the  whole  ship,  on  all  her  furniture,  and  on  bU  her 
apparel.  It  was  in  evidence  in  the  cause,  and  admitted 
upon  the  argument,  that,  upon  such  voyages  as  that 
insured,  ships  invariably  carry  a  boat  in  the  place  in 
which  this  boat  was  carried,  and  slung  as  this  boat  was 
slung ;  and  that  the  ship  would  not  be  properly  furnished 
or  equipped,  unless  it  had  a  boat  in  that  pla^e  and  so 
slung.  The  objection,  then,  to  the  parol  evidence  is, 
that  it  was  not  to  explain  any  ambiguous  words  in  the 
policy,  any  words  which  might  admit  of  doubt,  nor  to 
introduce  matter  upon  which  the  policy  was  silent,  but 

(a)  2Cr.  #./.  244. 
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was  at  direct  ▼ariance  with  the  words  of  the  policy,  and        i860, 
in    plain  opposition   to   the   language  it  used.     That,        mtkss 
whereas  the  policy  imported  to  be  upon  the  ship,  fumi-        g/^ 
tune^  and  apparel  generally,  the  usi^e  is  to  say  that  it  is 
not  upon  all  the  furniture  and  apparel,  but  upon  part 
only^  excluding  the  boat.     Usage  may  be  admissible  to 
explain  what  is  doubtful ;  it  is  never  admissible  to  con- 
tradict what  is  plain."    In  the  present  contract  "the 
work  done**  must  mean  "  all  the  work  done,''  just  as,  in 
that  case,  "  boat**  was  held  to  include  all  the  boats  of 
the   ship.     In  Magee  v.  Atkinson  {a)  it  was  held  that  the 
defendant,  who  had  signed  a  contract  in  his  own  name, 
<^uld  not  be  allowed  to  shew  that  he  had  signed  it  only 
A8  a  broker,  although  he  was  known  to  he  so;  and  that 
parol  evidence  of  a  custom  in  Liverpool^  where  the  con- 
^■"Bct  was  made,  to  send  in  brokers' notes  without  disclosing 
Ae  principal's  name,  was  properly  rejected.    [^Cockbum 
C.  J.   There  are  two  cases  referred  to  in  Park  on  Marine 
J^**surance,  vol.  1,  pp.  23,  24  (ed.  8).     In  one  of  these, 
-Rent  V.    Thtoaiie  (ft).    Lord  Mansfield    C.  J.    was  of 
^^pinion  that  evidence  of  the  usage  of  underwriters  was 
admissible  to  shew  that  goods  lashed  on  deck  are  not 
^"ilbin  a  general  [)oIicy  on  goods ;   and  that  when  such 
Koods  are    intended   to    be  insured   they  are  always 
^*^sured  by  name,  and  the  premium  is  greater.     In  the 
^tJier,  Backhouse  v.  Ripley  {c\  Chambre  J.  ruled  the 
^'^me  point]     Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.,  in  the  judgment 
^Ti  Blackett  V.  Royal  Exchange  Assurance  Company  (d\ 
distinguishes  those  cases,  and  shews  that  they  proceeded 

(a)  2M.fW,  440. 

(6)  Sittings  at  Guildhall  after  HU.  T.  16  G,  3. 

(c)  C.  P.,  Sittings  after  Mich,  T.  1802. 

(d)  2  0.  #.7:244.  250. 
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1860.  upon  a  different  principle^  namely,  that  on  an  ordinary 
^Ymha  insurance  on  goods  the  underwriter  is  entitled  to  expect 
slkh.  ^^^  ^^^y  ^^^^^  ^  stowed  in  the  usual  part  of  the  ship ; 
and  that  a  usage  that  goods  stowed  in  a  more  dangerous 
part  are  not  covered  by  an  ordinary  policy,  but  require 
a  distinct  explanation  to  the  underwriter  of  the  nature 
of  the  risk,  is  not  at  variance  with*  any  part  of  the  policy, 
but  is  a  portion  of  the  fairness  which  ought  always  to  be 
observed  in  contracts.  [Blackburn  J.  Farke  B.,  deliver- 
ing the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  HuUon  v.  Warren  (a), 
says,  *^  It  has  long  been  settled,  that,  in  commercial 
transactions,  extrinsic  evidence  of  custom  and  usi^  is 
admissible  to  annex  incidents  to  written  contracts^  in 
matters  with  respect  to  which  they  are  silent**]  The 
contract,  here,  is  not  silent  on  the  matter  with  respect 
to  which  the  parol  evidence  was  tendered.  In  Charlton 
V.  Gibson  {b)  Cresswell  J.,  at  Nisi  prius,  refused  parol 
evidence  to  explain  the  sense  in  which  the  word  **  build- 
ing'' was  used  in  a  written  agreement  for  winning  stone 
*^  for  the  purpose  of  building"  certain  cottages.  Lastly, 
as  to  the  second  point  stated  by  the  arbitrator  for  the 
opinion  of  the  Court,  it  is  clear  that  the  sketches  in 
question  were  not  such  directions  under  the  hand  of  the 
architect  as  were  contemplated  by  the  contract 

Tompson  Chitty^  in  reply.  Upon  the  first  point, 
Symonds  v.  Lloyd  (c)  is  a  further  authority  in  the  plain- 
tiff's  favour.  The  plaintiff  does  not  dispute  the  correct- 
ness of  the  arbitrator's  determination  on  the  aecond 
point  [Cochbum  C.  J.  We  are  all  agreed,  as  to  the 
first    point,    that    the    parol    evidence    was    properly 

[a)  IM.^W.  466.  476.  {h)  I  C.  f  K.  641. 

(c)  6  C.  B.  N.  S,  691. 
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adonitted.    The  second  point  is  too  clear  for  argument,        i860. 
though  it  is  a  shabby  defence  to  set  up.]  Mtem 


CocKBURN  C.  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  course 
:>orBued  by  the  arbitrator  was  both  proper  and  correct 
o  point  of  law,  and  that  the  parol  evidence  was  rightly 
-received.     The  duty  of  the  Court,  or  of  an  arbitrator 
mho  is  in  the  place  of  the  Court,  is  so  to  construe  a 
coDtract  as  to  give  effect  to  the  intention  of  the  parties. 
'Mow,  although  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  con- 
tradict a  contract  the  terms  of  which  have  but  one 
ordinary  meaning  and   acceptation,  yet  if  the  parties 
have  used  terms  which  bear  not  only  an  ordinary  mean- 
ing, but  also  one  peculiar  to  the  department  of  trade  or 
business  to  which  the  contract  relates,  it  is  obvious  that 
due  effect  would  not  be  given  to  the  intention,  if  the 
terms  were  interpreted  according  to  their  ordinary  and 
not  according  to  their  peculiar  signification.     Therefore, 
whenever  such  a  question  has  come  before  the  Courts, 
it  has  always  been  held  that  where  the  terms  of  the 
ooDtract  under  consideration  have,  besides  their  ordinary 
uxi  popular  sense,  also  a  peculiar  and  scientific  meaning, 
the  parties  who  have  drawn  up  the  contract  with  refer- 
ence to  some  particular  department  of  trade  or  business, 
most  have  intended  to  use  the  words  in  the  peculiar 
lense.    This  is  but  an  application  of  the  well  known 
nlethat  the  interpretation  of  contracts  must  be  governed 
I7  the  intention  of  the  parties.     And  from  the  nature 
of  the  case,  the  peculiar  meaning  of  the  terms  used  can 
be  discovered  only  by  means  of  parol  evidence.    This  is 
wen  explained  by  Mr.  Starkie  in  his  work  on  Evidence, 
vol*  3,  p.  778  (ed.  3),  who  says:  *^  Where  terms  are  used 
which  are  known  and  understood  by  a  particular  class  of 
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1860.        persons  in  a  certain  special  and  peculiar  sense^  evidence 
IfTSBs        to  tb^t  effSect  is  admissible  for  the  purpose  of  oppbpmy 
Sarl.        t^®  instrument  to  its  proper  subject  matter;  and  tb^ 
case  seems  to  fall  within  the  same  consideration  as  if  tb^^ 
parties  in   framing  their  contract  had  made  use  of  ^^ 
foreign  language,  which  the  Courts  are  not  bound  t^i^ 
understand.     Such  an  instrument  is  not  on  that  accouir^ 
void ;  it  is  certain  and  definite  for  all  legal  purpa6C!^•^ 
because  it  can   be  made  so   in  evidence  through  tlb^ 
medium   of  an   interpreter.     Conformably   with   thc^ja^ 
principles,  the  Courts  have  long  allowed  mercantile  i^i^ 
struments  to  be  expounded  according  to  the  usage  &r=r~ 
custom  of  merchants,  who  have  a  style  and  langua 
peculiar  to  themselves,  of  which  usage  and  custom 
the  legitimate  interpreters.**     I  read  that  passage,  nt 
only  because  it  has  my  entire  approval,  but  because 
has  also  had  that  of  Lord  WewdeydaU^  when  a  Judge  < 
this  Court,  in  his  judgment  in  Smith  v.  Wilson(a). 
apply  that  principle  to  the  present  case :  the  parties  t-^  ^ 
the   building  contract  before  us   have   used   the  tenT""^ 
"  weekly  account  of  work ;"  which  expression  has  bee^^  ' 
shewn  by  parol  evidence  to  have  a  peculiar  signification^ 
in  the  building  trade;  to  relate,  not  to  all  the  wor^' 
done,  but  to  a  particular  portion  of  the  work  done,  as  t^^ 
which  such  weekly  accounts  as  have  been  rendered  b^^ 
the  plaintiff  are  peculiarly  necessary.     Mr.  Lush  indeeC^ 
says  that,   because   the  words   have  a    plain  genera^^ 
meaning,  parol  evidence  is  not  admissible  to  ezplaii^ 
them ;  and  cites,  as  an  authority  for  that  contention,  th^ 
case   of  Blackett  v.  Boyal  Exchange  Auuranee  Omir 
pantf(h)f  in  which  Lord  Lyndhurst  C.  B.,  delivering  the 

(«)  3  JB.  #  ^rf.  728.  733.  (A)  2  CV.  #  J:  244. 
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jtwlginent  of  the  Court,  held  that  a  policy  upon  ship,        i860. 
Covering  boats  by  its  general  terms,  could  not  be  re-       m^rs 
•tricted  in  its  operation  by  parol  evidence  of  a  usage  at        'slih, 
£J(yd*8  that  boats  slung  on  the  ship's  quarter  were  not 
piH)tected  by  the  insurance.     I,  of  coarse,  am  bound  by 
tiuit  case,  so  fisir  as  it  goes ;  but  I  am  not  disposed  to 
carry  it  any  further,  or  to  apply  it  to  any  circumstances 
not  exactly  similar.     I  think  the  case  goes  to  the  ex- 
tueme  verge  of  the  law  :  for  I  am  unable  to  see  why  the 
evidence  was  not  admissible   to  shew  that,  by  general 
Understanding  amongst  insurers,  the  word  ^^  boats**  did 
Hot  mean  all  boats.     However,  the  case  need  not  bind  us 
here.    There  is  no  reason  why  evidence  of  usage  should 
Hot  be  admissible  to  shew  that,  in  the  building  trade, 
weekly   accounts   are   not   rendered   of   all   the   work 
done,  but  of  such  portion   only   of  the   work   as   to 
wbich  it  is  the  practice  of  the  trade  to  render  such 
accounts.     The    cases  to    which    I  drew   Mr.   Lushes 
attention ;  the  earlier  cases  in  which  it  was  held  that 
goods  stowed  on  deck  might  be  shewn  by  parol  evi- 
dence not  to  be  covered  by  a  policy  on  goods  gener- 
ally (a)  •  are  immediately  in  point  and  applicable.    Those 
^ases  have  never  been  questioned  since  the  first  publica- 
tion of  Park  an  Insurance,  and  have  been  cited  in  all 
the  subsequent  text  books  on  that  subject.     Yet  the 
policies  there  in  question  were  in  general  terms,  and 
bat  for  the  evidence  of  usage  could  not  have  received  a 
Restricted  and  limited  signification.     There  is  no  sound 
iMBon  why,  just  as,  in  those  cases,  evidence  was  admitted 
to  shew  that  by  the  goods  intended  to  be  insured  were 
meant  such  goods  only  as  were  loaded  in  the  ordinary 
stowage  of  the  vessel,  so,  here,  the  general  terms  of  the 

Of)  See  p.  313. 
TOL.   m.  Y  E.   &   fi. 
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1860.       contract  which  we  are  called  upon  to  construe,  may 
t:  not  receive  a  limited  application  by  evidence  of    the 

'«'•  general  understanding  amongst  all  persons  in  the  trade 

to  which  the  contract  relates.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion 
that  such  evidence  was  properly  admitted  by  the  arbi- 
trator, and  that  no  ground  exists  for  disturbing  the 
award. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent) 

Hir.L  J.  I  am  entirely  of  the  same  opinion.  The 
question  turns  upon  the  meaning  to  be  given,  in  the 
contract,  to  the  words  **  a  weekly  account  of  the  work 
done  thereunder."  Mr.  Lush  says  that  the  plain  ordinary 
meaning  of  these  words  is  a  ^^  weekly  account  of  all 
the  work  done  thereunder.**  The  usage  of  the  trade  is 
proved  to  be  that  they  mean  **  a  weekly  account  of  the 
day  work  done  thereunder.'*  We  have  to  determine 
whether  evidence  of  that  usage  was  rightly  received. 
Now  the  rule  governing  the  admissibility  of  evidence  to 
explain  the  language  of  contradb  is,  that  words  relatiog 
to  the  transactions  of  common  life  are  to  be  taken  in 
their  plain,  ordinary  and  popular  meaning;  but  if  a 
contract  be  made  with  reference  to  a  subject-matter 
as  to  which  particular  words  and  expressions  have  by 
usage  acquired  a  peculiar  meaning  different  from  their 
plain  ordinary  sense,  the  parties  to  such  a  contract  if 
they  use  those  words  or  expressions,  must  be  taken  to^ 
have  used  them  in  their  restricted  and  peculiar  signifi* 
cation.  And  parol  evidence  is  admissible  of  the  usage 
which  affixes  that  meaning  to  them.  The  admissibility 
of  such  evidence  docs  not  depend  upon  whether  the 
expression  to  be  construed  is  ambiguous  or  unambiguous; 


XXI V.  VICTORIA.  319 

bat   merely  upon  whether  or  not  the  expression  has^  i860. 

with  reference  to  the   subject-matter  of  the   contract,  ^7^^ 
acquired  the  peculiar  meaning.  v- 

SuiCKBUBN  J.   I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  agree  with 

»Tiy   brother  Hill  that  the  words  of  a  written  commercial 

•contract  are  to  be  understood  in  the  sense  which  they  have 

«^^q  Hired  in  the  trade  to  which  the  contract  relates.     It 

*^   a  prima  facie  presumption  that,  if  the  parties  to  such 

^^    c^ontract  use  expressions  which  bear  a  peculiar  meaning 

**^    Ite  trade,  they  use  them  in  that  peculiar  meaning ; 

^^l^ich  can  be  ascertained  only  by  parol  evidence.     I  do 

•^^^t  think  that  it  is  necessary,  in  order  to  render  such 

^'^iclence  admissible,  that  there  should  be  any  ambiguity 

^^*^   the  fiM»  of  the  phrase  which  has  to  be  construed.     In 

'^-^^€wnfrey  v.  Dale  (a),  where  the  question  arose  as  to  the 

^^^Oiiflsibility  of  parol  evidence  to  annex  to  a  contract  a 

^^Btomary  incident,  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  said,  '*  Whether 

^*^is  evidence  be  treated    as   explaining   the  language 

^*^ed,    or  adding  a  tacitly   implied    incident    to    the 

Contract   beyond    those    which   are  expressed,   is   not 

*^a.tcriaL     In  either  point  of  view,  it  will  be  admissible 

^^^less  it  labours   under  the   objection  of  introducing 

^^ixiething  repugnant  to  or  inconsistent  with  the  tenor 

^^f  the  written  instrument.     And,  upon  consideration  of 

^lie  sense  in  which  that  objection  must  be  understood 

'^^ith  reference  to  this  question,  we  think  it  does  not. 

-'^    a  certain   sense  every  material  incident  which   is 

*dded  to  a  written  contract  varies  it,  makes  it  diflferent 

^^^X>in  what  it  appeared  to  be,  and  so  far  is  inconsistent 

"^^th  it."     The  rule  is  still  more  correctly  laid  down  in 

^^»^UlCs  Leading  Cases,  vol.  1,  p.  529  (ed.  5),  in  the 

(a)  1  E,^B.  266.  274. 
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1860.        notes  to  WiggJemorth  v.  DalUxon;  where,  after  setting 
^ISiTEiis        ouuParhe  B.'s  judgment  in  Button  v.  Warren  (a),  the 
Sabl.        author    thus    proceeds: — '*Froin   the   above   luminous 
judgment**  "  it  may  be  collected  that  evidence  of  costoin 
or  usage  will  be  received  to  annex  incidents  to  written 
contracts  on   matters  with  respect  to  which  they  are 
silent."    "But   that  such  evidence  is  only  receivable 
when  the  incident  which  it  is  sought  to  import  into  the 
contract  is  consistent  with  the  terms  of  the  written  in- 
strument   If  inconsistent,  the  evidence  is  not  receivable, 
and  this  inconsistency  may  be   evinced,   1st,  by   the 
express  terms  of  the  written  instrument.   2nd,  by  im- 
plication therefrom."    That  I  take  to  be  the  true  rule  of 
law  upon  the  subject ;  that  when  it  is  shewn  that  a  term  or 
phrase  in  a  written  contract  bears  a  peculiar  meaning  in 
the  trade  or  business  to  which  the  contract  relates,  that 
meaning  is,  primS  facie,  to  be  attributed  to  it,  unless, 
upon  the  construction  of  the  whole  contract,  enough 
appears,  either  from  express  words  or  by  necessary  im- 
plication, to  shew  that  the  parties  did  not  intend  that 
meaning   to  prevail     The   consequence   is  that  eveiy 
individual  case  must   be  decided  on  its  own  groandflj, 
and  upon  the  terms  of  the  particular  contract  in  dispute, 
regarded  as  a  whole.  In  the  cases  of  Blackett  v.  Rojfal  £r- 
change  Assurance  Company  (b)  and  SpartaU  v.  Beneeke(e) 
it  will  be  founds  I  think,  that  the  parol  evidence  was 
rejected  on  the  ground  that  the  language  of  the  contract 
in  each  case,  taken  as  a  whole,  evinced  on  the  feuce  of  it 
an  intention  of  the  parties  not  to  use  the  words  io  di8> 
pute  in  the  restricted  sense  to  which  it  was  sought  by 
the  evidence  to  confine  them.     Neither  of  those 

(a)  1  flf.  #  fF.  466.  474.  (ft)  2Cr.fJ.2H. 

(e)  10  C.  B.  212. 
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conflicts  with  the  general  principle,  which  has  been 

alwajs  admitted.    In  the  present  case,  nothing  appears 

on  the  bee  of  the  contract  to  lead  to  the  conclusion  that 

the  parties  did  not  intend  to  use  the  term  *'  weekly 

•ooonnt*  in   the  peculiar  sense  which  it  bore  in  the 

bnilding  trade.     On  the  contrary,  the  great  probability  is 

that  both  the  plaintiff,  as  a  builder,  and  the  defendants* 

architect,  intended  to  use  it  in  that   sense.     Conse- 

qoently,  I  think  that  the  arbitrator  was  quite  right  in 

adoQitting  the  evidence. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff  on  the  first 
point,  and  for  defendants  on  the 
second. 


18f50. 


Mters 
Sarl. 


Cramfton  against  Walker. 


Tuesday, 


1  "DECLARATION.    For  that,  in  consideration  that  Declaration 

^*"^       ,  -     .«.  , ,  -        t   t*      t       i  that,  in  con- 

piaintiff  would  accept,  for  defendants  accommo-  sideration 

that  plaintiff 
^  would  accept, 

w  defendant's  accommodation,  a  bill  of  exchange  drawn  by  defendant  on  plaintiff  and 
V'^^  delirer  the  same  to  defendant  in  order  that  he  might  negotiate  it  for  nib  own  use, 
^^^eodant  promised  plaintiff  to  indemnify  and  save  him  harmless  from  any  consequent 
Hia  or  damage.  Averment,  that  plaintiff  accepted  the  bill  and  delirered  it  to  defendant. 
^'Vich,  that  defendant  did  not  indemnify  or  save  harmless  plaintiff  from  loss  or  damage ; 
j*J  pUintifl^  as  acceptor,  was  obliged  to  and  did  pay  W.,  the  holder,  the  amount  of  the 
^  ttd  interest,  and  the  costs  of  an  action  on  the  bill  by  W.  against  plaintiff,  as  acceptor ; 
^plaintiff  also  incurred  costs  and  expenses  in  defenmng  and  settling  such  action. 

Bess.  1.  To  so  mnch  of  the  declaration  as  relates  to  plaintiff's  claim  in  respect  of 
"^  payment  to  W,  of  the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest;  A  set-off 

^^urer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

2.  To  80  much  of  plaintiff's  claim  as  relates  to  the  costs  of  the  action  brought  by  W- 
*C>iBit  plaintif]^  and  the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by  plaintiff  in  dtifviidiiig  uuti 
"Bttliog  the  said  action ;  That  the  whole  of  the  said  costs  and  expenses  wertt  iui:ui'i'i;il  liy 
Mit^at  defendant's  request :  concluding  with  a  set-off. 

Replication  thereto.  That  the  said  costs  and  expenses  wore  not,  nor  WM  ttiiy  \t^^i 
^"tteo^  incurred  at  defendant's  request  as  alleged. 

l)emonsr.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Held,  that  the  first  plea  was  good,  for  that  plaintiffs  claim  in  rfspeci  iA  Uii:  ttinuuitl 
of  the  bill  and  interest  was  a  liquidated  demand,  capable  of  bviug  luicvi-Uiiiuil  hhIi 
P>]KiBon  at  the  time  of  pleading;  and  was  separable  fh)m  the  rest  ui  th«  vU.\ui,  \\m.\\^\ 
^*^  up  with  it  in  one  count  That  the  second  plea  was  bad,  btung  ylcail^il  !*•  i .  ^F 
^  expenses  incurred  by  plaintiff,  but  not  paid,  and  therefor*  not  cuii#tiiuUi<M  i»  ^.^'yv.' 
dtted  demand  to  which  a  set-off  could  be  pleaded. 
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^^nie  of  the  commencement  of  this  suit  plaintiff  was  and        I860, 
^'"  is  indebted  to  defendant  in  an  amount  equal  to     Cbampton 
plain tiflTs  claim,  in  respect  of  a  set-off  similar  to  that 
pleaded  in  the  first  plea. 

Replication  thereto.   That  the  said  costs  and  expenses 
were  not,  nor  was  any  part  thereof,   incurred   at   the 
Jf^qacjst  of  defendant  as  alleged. 
Demurrer.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

'^bjy,  for  the  plaintiff.     First  2  the  first  plea  is  bad. 

^  lotion  being  for  unliquidated  damages,  a  plea  of 

"^9  is  inadmissible.     Such  a  plea,  pleaded  to  a  decla- 

^'^ti  very  similar  to  that  in  the  present  case,  was  held 

^  in  Bardcastle  v.  Netherwood  (a).     It  is  true  that  the 

"  ^^  there,  was  pleaded  to  the  whole  declaration,  and 

^t   the  Court  said,  "  The  defendant  might,  perhaps, 

^'^o  pleaded  a  set-off  to  that  part  of  the  count  which 

*^arges  the  defendant  with  the  amount  of  the  accept- 

^*^ces  paid  by  the  plaintiff."     There  is,  however,  no  dis- 

^*^ction  in  principle  between  a  plea  to  the  whole  and  a 

l^*ea  to  part  of  a  declaration  sounding  in  damages,  and 

^^  which  the  breach  is  general.     [HillJ.  The  part  of 

^oe  declaration  to  which  the  first  plea  is  pleaded  is  in 

^^batance  a  special  count  for  money  paid.   Cochburn  C.  J. 

^I^e  part  of  the  demand  answered  by  the  plea  is  a  sum 

^^rtain,  or,  at  any  rate,  capable  of  being  ascertained  at 

^l^e  time  of  pleading.  The  rule,  therefore,  laid  down  in 

^^ebhy's  Chifty's  Statutes.vol  3,  p.  1026,  note  (i),  (2nd  ed.) 

tlia.1  «'  There  cannot  be  a  set-off  against  a  claim  merely 

^^Onding  in  damages,  and  which  is  not  capable  of  being 

**H^icIated  at  the  time  of  pleading,"   does  not  apply. 

(a)  bB.^Ald.  93. 
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I860.  HiU  J-  That  statement  of  the  rule  is  fully  borne  oat 
CBAMFToir  ^y  ^®  judgment  of  Tindal  C.  J.  in  Morley  v.  IngliM{a\ 
W4UER,  ^'^^  ^^  ^^  authorities  cited  in  support  of  it.]  The 
question  is,  whether  the  Statute  of  Set-off  empowers  a 
defendant  to  sever  a  clidm  which  sounds  in  damages. 
[Hill  J.  Suppose  that  the  defendant  had  paid  this  part 
of  the  plaintiffs  claim  before  action ;  could  he  not  have 
pleaded  payment  ?]  Probably  not ;  the  breach  assigned 
in  the  declaration  being,  in  effect^  that  the  defendant 
failed  to  indemnify  the  plaintiff  from  the  loss  or  damage 
incurred  by  the  negotiation  of  the  bill.  But,  assuming 
that  payment  might  have  been  pleaded,  it  does  not 
necessarily  follow  that  a  plea  of  set-off  is  admissible. 
Secondly :  The  replication  to  the  second  plea  is  good. 
That  plea,  however,  is  bad,  as  being  pleaded  to  the 
unascertained  costs  of  the  action  brought  by  Waring^ 
including,  possibly,  costs  incurred  but  not  yet  paid  by 
the  plaintiff.  Hardcastle  v.  Netherwood  (&)  and  Auber 
V.  Lewis  (c),  there  cited,  are  authorities  against  this 
plea  also.  \^Hill  J.  Garrard  v.  Cottrell  {d)  shews  that 
if  the  defendant  requested  the  plaintiff  to  undertake  the 
defence  of  Waring*s  action,  the  costs  of  it  would  be 
recoverable  as  money  paid  to  the  defendant's  use.  If  8o» 
they  might  also  form  the  subject  of  a  set-off.]  Possibly 
they  might,  if  the  declaration  was  on  the  common 
counts;  but  here  the  count  is  special,  and  sonnds  in 
damages.  Assuming,  however,  that  the  plea  is  good, 
the  replication  is  also  good.  The  request  mentioned  in 
the  plea  must  mean  an  express  request,  the  traverse  of 
which  by  the  replication  is  no  departure  from  the  decla* 

(a)  4  5.  A^.C.58.70.  (b)  b  B.  ^  Aid.  ^^ 

(c)  E.  T.  1818,  K.  B.    Manning's  Nisi  Prius  Digest,  2nd  ed.  p.  251, 

(d)  10  Q.  B,  679. 
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ration,  which  proceeds  upon  the  principle  that  an  accom-       1860. 

modation  acceptor  is  entitled  to  recover  from  the  party     Cbamptoh 
tccoramodated  the  necessary  costs  of  defending  an  action      WaZkeb. 
00  the  bill^  as  damages  for  the  breach  of  indemnity^  apart 
from  any  request  from  the  defendant ;  Janes  y.  Brooke  {a), 
StrattoH  V.  Mathews  (J). 

Garth,  contra.  The  first  plea  is  good.  There  is  a 
substantial  distinction  between  an  action  for  the  breach 
of  a  contract  to  indemnify  and  other  actions  sounding  in 
damages  only ;  inasmuch  as  the  damage  arising  from  the 
Ulure  to  indemnify  is  the  cause  of  action.  The  fact  that 
damage  has  arisen  from  the  breach  is  essential  to  the  main- 
tenance of  the  action ;  a  plea,  therefore,  to  the  damages 
^^^ted  in  the  declaration  to  have  arisen  is  a  good  plea,  just 
*^  non  damniBcatus  would  be.  The  damages  may  also 
*^^  pleaded  to  separately ;  otherwise  the  defendant  would 
^^^ve  no  defence  if  he  had  before  action  satisfied  the 
PlaiDtiflP  part,  or  been  released  as  to  part  of  them.  The 
'^^ODnt  of  the  bill  and  interest,  to  which  the  first  plea  is 
^'Hiited,  might  have  been  recovered  by  the  plaintiff  in 
^^  action  for  money  paid  for  the  defendant.  A  plea  of 
I^yment  of  so  much  would  have  been  a  good  answer 
^o  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  so  much,  in  the  declaration  as 
^otoally  firamed ;  it  follows  that  the  plea  of  set-off  is 
^f)aally  valid.  The  defendant  is  not  to  be  prejudiced 
^n  his  defence  to  that  which  is  a  mere  money  de- 
mand because  the  plaintiff  has  inserted  it  in  a  special 
^oanU  The  dictum  of  the  Court  in  Hardcastie  v. 
^eiherwood  (c)  is  strongly  in  favour  of  the  validity  of 
tlie  first  plea.      The  judgment   of    Tindal  C.   J.  in 

(a)  4  Tauni,  464.  {h)  3  Exch.  48. 

(c)  bJB.fAld.  03. 
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1860.       Hill  J.     That  Btateir      ,->  that  the  test  whether  C^^ 
Cbamptoit     ^y  ^®  judgment  y^'^  whether  or  not  the  amoun  ^ 

Walker,  ^"^^  ^^  ^''®  **  -^/-'^^  ^  aet-off  is  capable  of  beingr 
question  is  y ,  v^^n^d  with  precision  at  the  time  of 
defenda^  ^J'^jt^  ▼•  GooU  (6)  b  a  direct  authority 
\HiU  ■''j^^f^t'^  favour,  as  to  the  first  plea.  The  plain- 
of  i^'^'^  ^  ^"  ^^^^  ^^^  ^  accommodation  acceptor 

y^yexchange  drawn  bj  the  defendant  on  him. 
/V^tion  contained  a  special  count  for  not  indem- 
^^  the  plaintiff  from  any  loss  or  damage  by  reason 
//Ae acceptance;  and  averred  that,  in  consequence  of 
1^  defendant's  neglect  to  pay  the  bill  at  maturity,  the 
Pontiff  was  forced  and  obliged  to  pay  the  holder  the 
jioount,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  damnified  to   that 
amount,  together  with  interest     The  declaration  also 
contained  the  usual  money  counts.     The  plaintiff's  bill 
of  particulars  claimed  only  the  amount  of  the  bill  and 
interest.     The  defendant    pleaded  the  general   issue, 
and  gave  notice  of  a  set-off.     At  the  trial,  the  plaintiff 
relied    on    the    special   count  only,   and    the    defen- 
dant's counsel,  admitting  his  liability  under  that  count, 
gave   evidence  of  a  set-off.    The  question  whether   a 
set-off  was  admissible   was  reserved,  and  the  case  was 
twice  argued.     It  was  held  that  the  defendant's  set-off 
should  be  allowed,  as  the  plaintiff  might  have  recovered 
under  the  money  counts,  and  could  not  deprive   the 
defendant  of  his  set-off  by  declaring  specially.     In  de- 
livering the  judgment  of  the  Court  Bushe  C.  J.  said, 
<^  The  first  point  reserved  is,  that  this  is  not  a  case  of 
mutual  debts  between  the  parties,  the  plain tifl's  demand 
being  for   unliquidated   damages.      The    question    is, 
whether  the  plaintiffs  claim  be  of  such  a  nature ;  for, 

{a)  4  li.  y.  a  68.  ('')  1  Irish  Law  Rep.  171. 
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if  60,  the  set-off  cannot  be  sustained.     The  plaintiff,  by        1860. 
his  declaration,  and  also  by  his  bill  of  particulars,  only     Cramptom 
seeks  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange  and      walker. 
jEi  terest.    This  he  might  have  recovered  under  the  count 
for  money  paid  for  the  defendant.    Seaver  v.  Seaver  (a). 
'J.^lic  plaintiff  cannot  be  permitted,   by  introducing  a 
special  count,  to  defeat   the  defendant's  right  to  set- 
afi^  Birch  v,  Depeyster  (6) ;  and  here,  the  defendant's 
notice  of  set-off  is  to  the  whole  declaration.   The  case  of 
'Bordeastk  v.  Netherwood  (c)  was  relied  upon  by  the 
plaintiff;  but  in  that  case,  there  was  only  a  special  count, 
and  the  plaintiff  claimed  charges  and  costs,  which  were 
unliquidated  damages,  and  not  a  debt ;  and  the  Court 
intimated  an  opinion,  that  the  defendant  might  have 
pleaded  a  set-off  to  so  much  of  the  count  as  charged  him 
with  the  amount  of  the  bill  of  exchange  paid  by  the 
plaintiff.     The  case  of  Hutchinson  v.  Reid  {d)  is  an 
authority  that  the  defendant  might  have  pleaded  a  set- 
off if  the  action  had  not  been  brought  before  the  two 
months  expired  for  which  the  bill  on  which  he  relied  as 
a  set-off  was  drawn.     We  are  of  opinion  that  the  set- 
off ia  this  case  must  be  allowed,  because  the  plaintiff 
might  have  recovered  under  the  money  counts,  and  he 
cannot  deprive  the  defendant  of  his  set-off  by  pleading 
specially."'     Lastly,  the  second  plea  is  good.     Garrard 
V.  CaUrell(e)  shews  that  the  costs  of  the  action  brought 
bj  Waring  against  the  plaintiff  would  be  recoverable  by 
the  plaintiff  as  money  paid  to  the  defendants  use,  if 
that  action  was  defended  at  the  request,  express  or  im- 
plied, of  the  defendant.     It  follows  that  a  set-off  can  be 
pleaded  to  the  plaintiff's  claim  in  respect  of  those  costs. 

(«)  6  a  #  P.  678.  (ft)  4  Camph,  385. 

(c)  bB.^  Aid,  93.  {d)  3  Camph.  329. 

(0  10  Q.  B,  679. 
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I860.        [Hill  J.    The  plea  is  pleaded  to  the  costs  incorred ;  not 

Cbamptoh     ^o  ^bc  costs  paid.]   It  may  be  amended,  if  necessary^  by 

Walkex.      con6ning  it  to  the  costs  paid.     [HiU  3.    You  cannot 

get  over  Jones  y.  Brooke  (a)  and  Straiten  y.  Mathews  (by] 

Wehby^  in  reply.  The  cause  of  action  is  substantially 
the  breach  of  the  promise  to  indemnify,  and  arises  im- 
mediately upon  the  non-payment  of  the  bill  at  maturity 
by  the  defendant.  The  consequences  ensuing  thereupon 
are  mere  damages,  and  the  Brst  plea  is  bad,  as  being 
pleaded  to  the  damages. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  first  plea 
is  good,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  on 
the  demurrer  to  that  plea.  If  Mr.  Welsby's  aigument 
was  well  founded,  that,  on  the  mere  non-payment  of  the 
bill  at  maturity  by  the  person  for  whose  accommodation 
it  was  accepted,  the  cause  of  action  at  once  arises  for 
the  breach  of  the  contract  to  indemnify,  and  that  all 
the  consequences  ensuing  are  merely  damages  flowing 
from  that  breach,  no  doubt  it  would  follow  that  the 
damages  claimed  in  the  declaration  could  not  be  treated 
as  separable,  so  as  to  admit  of  a  plea  of  set-off  to  part  of 
them.  I  think,  however,  that  Mr.  Gart/is  contention 
was  sound  and  correct,  that  the  cause  of  action  arises 
only  when  loss  or  damage  is  sustained  by  the  plaintifl^ 
and  that  every  fresh  loss  or  damage  is  a  fresh  cause  of 
action.  If  that  be  so,  the  defendant  cannot  be  deprived 
of  his  right  to  plead  a  set-off  to  any  part  of  the  plaintiff*s 
claim  to  which,  if  it  stood  alone,  such  a  plea  would  be 
admissible,  merely  because  the  plaintiff  has  chosen  to 
lump  several  claims  together  in  one  count.     Suppose 

(a)  4  Taunt.  464.  (b)  3  Exck  46. 
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cbat  the  plaiDtiff  had  had  two  causes  of  action  arising  out        i860. 

^  the  same  subject-matter,  and  that  as  to  one  of  them     cramptoh 

C  he  defendant  had  offered  the  plaintiflF  a  sum  of  money      yf^-^;^ 

Sja  satisfaction,  which  the  plaintiff  had  accepted  and  had 

;iven  a  release ;  ought  not  the  defendant  to  have  been 

i^llowed  to  plead  the  release,  however  the  plaintiff*  had 

lixed  up  the  causes  of  action  in  the  declaration  ?     Or 

lin,  supposing  that  a  plaintiff  having  two  causes  of 

^i.c;tion  has  entered  into  an  accord  and  satisfaction  with 

-elie  defendant  as  to  one,  and  that  the  defendant  alto- 

fi^ther  denies  his  liability  as  to  the  other ;  ought  not  the 

defendant,  in  such  a  case,  to  be  allowed  to  sever  his 

pleas,  pleading  the  accord  and  satisfaction   as  to  the 

one  cause  of  action,  and  traversing  the  other?    I  at 

first  thought  that  Hardcastle  v.  Netherwood  (a)  was  an 

suithority  against  the  defendant,   and   that  it  was   a 

decision  which  had  proceeded  on   more  narrow  and 

technical  grounds  than  now  prevail.     But  I  find  that  it 

^was  based  upon  the  very  distinction  which  we  are  now 

taking.     The  plea  of  set-off  was  there  pleaded  to  the 

^hole  of  a  declaration  which  contained  but  one  count, 

founded  partly  on  liquidated  and  partly  on  unliquidated 

demands;  and  was  held  bad  on  that  account.     But  the 

^^urt  expressed  an  opinion  that  the  plea  would  have 

^^^Q  admissible  if  confined  to  the  liquidated  demands. 

^^^  distinction  appears  to  me  to  be  sound.     Once  it 

^  seen  that  a  declaration  contains,  Ynixed  up  in  the  same 

^^nt,  distinct  causes  of  action,  some   for  liquidated 

^l^ois,  others  sounding  only  in  damages;  the  defendant 

HiQst  be  entitled  to  separate  them  and  plead  accordingly. 

As  to  the  second  plea,  the  objection  pointed  out  by  my 

^lother  ISll  is  quite  unanswerable.    The  plea  is  one 

(a)  bB,iAld,^. 
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1860.        ^f  set-off  to  the  costs  of  the  action  on  the  bill  against 

Cbamptoh     ^^"^>  incurred  but  not  paid  by  the  plaintiff.     But  it  is 

^'  quite  clear  that,  assuming  that  the  costs  actually  paid 

can  be  regarded  as  a  liquidated  demand,  those  merely 

incurred  but  not  paid  cannot  be  so  considered. 

(WioHTMAN  J,  was  absent) 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  main 
question  arises  upon  the  first  plea,  the  second  being 
virtually  abandoned.  And  the  question  is,  whether  the 
cause  of  action  to  which  the  first  plea  b  pleaded  con- 
stitutes a  debt  due  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintiff, 
so  as  to  admit  of  being  answered  by  a  plea  of  set-off, 
under  the  Statute  of  Set-off  which  allows  the  debt  of  one 
party  to  be  set  off  against  that  of  the  other,  where  there 
are  mutual  debts  between  them.  Upon  this  subject 
Tindal  C.  J.,  in  his  judgment  in  MarUy  v.  Inglu  (a\ 
says,  after  citing  the  language  of  the  Statute  of  Set-off, 
*<  I  shall  not  undertake  to  say  that  the  word  dAt  is  to  be 
interpreted  according  to  the  strict  sense  which  is  neces- 
sary to  the  maintaining  an  action  of  debt,  nor  shall  I  go 
through  the  beadroll  of  authorities  which  have  been 
referred  to  on  that  point.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  rule 
by  which  we  are  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  demand 
can  become  the  subject  of  a  set-off,  is  by  inquiring 
whether  it  sounds  in 'damages;  whether  the  demand  is 
capable  of  being  liquidated,  or  ascertained  with  precision 
at  the  time  of  pleading."  And,  a  little  further  on,  he 
suggests  as  a  test  for  considering  whether  a  plea  of  set-oflT" 
is  admissible  to  an  action  on  an  agreement,  whether  tbe- 
agrccment  is  such  that  indebitatus  assumpsit  would  li^ 
(a)  AB  N.C.  58.  7L  72. 
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upon  it     In  tbe  present  case  the  plain  tiff,  as  accom-        1860. 

modation  acceptor,  is  suing  the  defendant,  the  accom-     Cbampton 

nicdalion  drawer,  on  the  usual  implied  undertaking  to      walkee. 

indeiDDify  the  plaintiff,  who  has  been  compelled  to  pay 

the  bill  to  the  holder;  and  the  plaintiff  says,  in  effect,  I 

clam  fipom  you  the  amount  which  I  have  been  compelled 

to    pay  in  consequence  of  your  implied  request.  Could  he 

JS^Te  maintained  indebitatus  assumpsit  for  money  paid  ? 

Usdoubtedly  he  could;  so  that  his  claim  falls  within 

tb.«  test  suggested  by  Tindal  C.  J.     It  is,  however,  said 

f^^rm.  bis  behalf  that,  because  this  his  claim  forms  part  only 

o'f    but  one  cause  of  action  contained  in  one  and  the 

8-^KTie  count  of  the  declaration,  the  defendant  cannot 

fi^'ver  il  and  plead  to  it  separately.     But  in  Hardcastk 

▼"•      NethertDood  (a)  the  Judges,  who  felt  compelled   to 

Aisallow  a  plea  of  set-off  pleaded  to  the  whole  of  a  count 

*i»xiilar  to  the  present,  distinctly  threw  out  that  the  plea 

n^igbt  have  been  supported  had  it  been  confined  to  the 

liquidated   part  of  the   demand.     That  expression   of 

^t>iDion   would  alone   be   sufficient   to    dispose  of  the 

plaintiff's  objection  to  the  present  plea;  but,  in  addition 

^^^     it,  there  is  the  case  of  Hamilton  v.  Goold  (A),  the 

^^cision  in  which  is  directly  applicable  in  the  defendant's 

^vour.   Mr.  Welsby  contends  that  the  plaintiff  can  avoid 

*    plea  of  set-off  by  declaring  on  a  special  count.     The 

•&TiA  Judges,  however,  advert  to  that  point,  and  refer 

^  Birch  V.  Depeyster  (c),  in  which   Gibba  C.  J.  said, 

**  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  detcndant  is  entitled  to  the 

^t-off  which  he  claims.     The  sums  which  the  plaintiffs 

«<iel[  to  recover  might  have  been  recovered  as  money 

bad  aud  received  to  their  use.     Therefore  they  shall 

(a   3  J7.  #  Aid.  03.  (6)  1  Iruh  Law  Rep.  171. 

(c)  4  Campb.  385. 


T. 

Waixeb. 
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1860.  not  depri?e  the  defendant  of  his  setoff  by  declaring 
'^Ckamptoh  specially,  and  assigning  a  breach  for  not  accounting." 
And  it  is  certainly  consonant  with  justice  that  a  plaintiff 
should  not  be  allowed,  by  declaring  in  a  special  form, 
to  oust  the  defendant  from  a  good  and  legitimate  ground 
of  defence. 

Judgment  for  defendant  on  the  demurrer 
to  the  6r8t  plea ;  for  plaintiff  on  the 
demurrer  to  the  replication  to  the 
second  plea. 


jur9day,  THOMPSON  and  othefs  against  The  Nosth 

Eastern  Railway  Company. 

[Reported,  in  the  Queen^s  Bench  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  2  B.  ^  S.  106.] 


Friday,  The  QuEEN  agatust  Howes. 

ABftflenerml       A     HABEAS   corpus  had  issued,  commanding  the 
fiuherofa  defendant   to    bring   up   the   body   of   CharhUe 

mide/the  age    Barford,  a  girl  under  the  age  of  sixteen. 
l!^^%^'tided       "^^^  defendant  now  brought  the  girl  into  Court,  in 

toWcuBtody ;  obedience  to  the  writ. 

and  she  u  not 

of  an  age  to 

exercise  a 

discretion  to  withdraw  herself  therefrom.    Persons  detaining  such  a  child  from  her 

father's  protection,  though  with  her  consent,  will  therefore  be  ordered  by  this  Court,  on 

proceedings  by  habeas  corpus,  to  give  her  up  to  her  &ther. 
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Sleigh  moved  that  she  should  be  delivered  up  to  her        18G0. 
&ther,    at    whose    instance    the    habeas    corpus  had     TfaeQusu 
issued  (a>  Howia. 

The  father  is  the  proper  person  to  have  the  custody 

of  his  child;  who  is  not  of  an  age  of  discretion  sufficient 

to   entitle  her  to  exercise  a  choice,  and  absent  herself 

from  his  protection.    At  the  time  when  stat.  12  Car.  2. 

c   24.  wis  passed,  parents  were  entitled  to  the  custody 

of  tbeir  children  up  to  the  age  of  twenty-one  :  and  that 

Act^  by  8ectr% -empowered  the  father  of  any  unmarried 

cliild  andor  tbtf  ige  to  dispose,  by  deed  or  will,  of  its 

custody  while  under  that  age.     Stat.  4  &  5  P.  ^  ilf. 

e.  8. «.  3.  made  it  ail  ofience,  punishable  by  fine  or  impri- 

aonmenty  to  take  any  maid  or  woman  child  unmarried, 

being  within  the  age  of  sixteen  years,  out  of  or  from  the 

possession  and  against  the  will  of  the  father  or  mother 

of  such  child;  and  stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  31.,  which  repeals 

that  Act,  by  seet  20  re-enacts  the  offence.     It  was  held 

by  the  Coait'ibr  Crown  Cases  Reserved,  in  Reffinay. 

^'ankehw{b)f  that  a  man  is  guilty  of  the  misdemeanour 

<^i^ted  by  this  section,  who  induces  a  girl,  under  the 

^  of  sixteen,  to  go  away  with  him  voluntarily,  and 

•••ve  her  father's  protection.    [Hill  J.    That  case  shews 

^  the  law  does  not  consider  that  a  girl  under  that 

^  has  any  discretion  to  exercise  a  choice.]    That  is 

n*    And  the  legal  custody  of  a  legitimate  child,  too 

yoong  to  exercise  a  discretion,  is  that  of  the  father; 

JEor  V.  GreenhMll(c).  Regina  v.  Clarke  {d)  shews  that  the 

guardianship  for  nurture  of  a  child  continues  till  the 

(fl)  Before  hearing  the  aigoment,  the  Judges  had  an  interview  with 
the  gizl  in  their  private  room. 
(h)  I  Dears.  C,  C.  R.  157.  (c)  4  X  #  E.  624. 

(^  7E.i-B.lS7. 

TOL.    m.  Z  E.   &  £• 
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1860.       child  attains  the  age  of  fourteen^  up  to  which  time  the 

The  QuEKM     guardian  for  nurture  is  absolutely  entitled  to  the  custody 

Howia.       ^^  ^^®  child     In  the  present  case,  although  the  child  is 

between  fifteen  and  sixteen,  she  is,  according  to  the 

authorities,  still  too  young  to  exercise  a  discretion  to 

leave  her  father. 

Digby  Seymour,  contrJl.  The  Court  will  not  order 
this  girl  to  be  given  up  to  her  father  if  it  appears  that 
she  is  unwilling  to  return  to  him.  Stat.  12  Car.  2.  c.  24. 
8.  8.  applies  only  in  a  case  where  a  father  has  executed 
a  deed  or  will  relating  to  the  custody  of  his  infant  child ; 
and  Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  31.  s.  20.  is  directed  against  unlaw- 
ful abductions  only.  As  a  general  rule,  the  right  of  a 
father  to  the  custody  of  his  child  ceases  when  the 
child  attains  the  age  of  fourteen.  In  Bac.  Abr.  tit. 
Guardian  (E;,  it  is  laid  down  that  '*  The  authority  of  a 
guardian  in  socage  ceases  at' the  age  of  fourteen,  at  which 
age  the  infant  may  call  his  guardian  to  an  account,  and 
may  choose  a  new  ^ardian.**  [Cockbum  C.  J.  That 
may  be  so,  with  reference  to  guardianship  in  socage, 
which  is  of  an  artificial  character :  but  can  it  apply  to 
the  patria  potestas?  Blackburn  3.  In  a  note  to 
Ratcliff*$  Case  (a)  it  is  said:  ^'The  direct  object  of 
Stat. 4  &  5  P.  &  M.  was  to  prevent  the  taking* away  or 
marrying  maidens  under  sixteen,  against  the  consent  dT 
their  parents;  but  the  statute  prohibited  it  in  terms 
which  implied,  that  the  custody  and  education  of  such 
females  should  belong  to  the  father  and  mother,  or  the 
person  appointed  by  the  former.^  The  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  Regina  v.  Clarke  {b),  delivered  by  Lord 

{a)  3  Rep,,  38  a,  b.  Note  (F)  at  vol.  2,  p.  105,  of  Thomas  and  FVtuer'A 
edition, 
(ft)  7  E.fB.  196, 197. 
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Campbell  C.  J.^  appears  to  fix  fourteen  as  the  age  at        1860. 
vrbich  a  child  reaches  years  of  discretion.     He  says:     The  Queeh 
**  Ir.is  unnecessary  to  travel  through  the  cases  seriatim,       howes. 
as  they  are  all  reviewed  in  Rex  v.  Greenhill  (a),  where 
tlie    Court  laid  down   the   rule  that,   where   a  young 
person  under  twenty-one  years  of  age  is  brought  before 
the  Court  by  habeas  corpus,  if  he  be  of  an  age  to  exer- 
ciae  a  choice,  the  Court  leaves  the  infant  to  elect  where 
he  will  go,  but,  if  he  be  not  of  that  age^  the  Court  must 
make  an  order  for  his  being  placed  in  the  proper  custody. 
Lord  Denman,  UtUedale  J.,  Williams  J.  and  Coleridge  J. 
dl  make  age  the  criterion,  and  not  mental  capacity,  to 
be  ascertained  by  examination.    They  certainly  do  not 
expressly  specify   the  age:  but  they  cannot  refer    to 
^even  as  the  criterion  ;  and  there  is  no  intervening  age 
Kianing  the  rights  or  responsibility  of  an  infant  till 
^orteen,  when  guardianship  for  nurture  ceases,  upon 
^e  supposition  that  the  in&nt  has  now  reached  the  years 
•<^  discretion.''     [CacKbum  C.  J.     Further  on  in  that 
jci<3ginent  (6),  a  letter  of  Patteson  J.  to  Sir  Erskine 
•^^^srrjr,  when   Chief  Justice  of  Bombay^  is  cited,    in 
^liich,  referring    to  an  order  of  Sir  Erskine  Perrg*3 
Court  for  the  delivery  up  of  a  Hindoo  boy  of  twelve 
y^^aiB  of  age,  who  professed  to  have  embraced  Chris- 
'^^ity,  to  his  father  who  adhered  to  the  Hindoo  religion, 
^"^  writer  says,  '*  I  cannot  doubt  that  you  were  quite 
^^Sht  in  holding  that  the  father  was  entitled   to  the 
Custody  of  his  child,  and  enforcing  it  by  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.    The  general  law  is  clearly  so,  and  even  after 
the  age  of  fourteen,"    It  is  not  the  age  of  nurture,  but 
the  age  of  discretion  which  limits  the  paternal  authority. 

(«)  4^#K631  (A)  At  p.  199. 

z  2 
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1830.        R^ina  ?.  Manktehw  (a)  shews  that,  were  we  to  decide^ 
fj^^Q  that  this  girl  may  follow  her  own  inclinations  and  refuse 

^-  to  go  back  to  her  father,  the  defendant  might  neverthetiess 

be  convicted  for  her  unlawful  abduction.  But  his 
conviction  would  rest  on  the  ground  that  she  is  not  oi 
age  to  give  consent  to  her  removal  from  her  fisuher^a 
protection.] 

Coc&BURN  C.  J.  Those  who  resist  thb  application 
for  the  interference  of  the  Court  in  order  to  the  delivery 
up  of  thb  girl  to  her  father,  have  made  out  do  case 
whatever  to  shew  that  he,  though  by  law  entitled  to  her 
custody,  is  not  so  entitled  upon  the  facts.  The  question 
before  us  is  purely  one  of  law,  whether  a  &ther  is 
entitled  to  the  custody  of  a  child  between  the  age  of 
fifteen  and  sixteen,  notwithstanding  that  the  child  desires 
not  to  be  in  his  custody ;  as  I  fear  that  the  girl  befcHV 
us,  without  any  adequate  or  justifying  motive,  does.  If 
we  can  save  her  from  the  mischiefs  to  which  such  a 
course  on  her  part,  if  uncontrolled,  would  very  probaUy 
lead  her,  we  shall  be  most  anxious  to  do  so.  Now  the 
cases  which  have  been  decided  on  this  subject  shew 
that,  although  a  father  is  entitled  to  the  custody  of  his 
children  till  they  attain  the  age  of  twenty-one,  this  Court 
will  not  grant  a  habeas  corpus  to  hand  a  child  which 
is  below  that  age  over  to  its  father,  provided  that  it  has 
attained  an  age  of  sufficient  discretion  to  enable  it  to 
exercise  a  wise  choice  for  its  own  interests.  The  whole 
question  is,  what  is  that  age  of  discretion  ?  We  repu- 
diate utterly^  as  most  dangerous,  the  notion  that  any 
intellectual  precocity  in  an  individual  female  child  can 

(a)  1  Dtara,  C.  C.  B.  167. 
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hasten  the  period  which  appears  to  have  been  fixed  by  I860, 
statute  for  the  arrival  of  the  age  of  discretion  ;  for  that  The  Qvekh 
very  precocity,  if  uncontrolled,  might  very  probably  Howeb. 
lead  to  her  irreparable  injury.  The  Legislature  has 
given  us  a  guide,  which  we  may  safely  follow,  in  point- 
ing out  sixteen  as  the  age  up  to  which  the  father's 
Tight  to  the  custody  of  his  female  child  is  to  continue ; 
^nd  short  of  which  such  a  child  has  no  discretion  to 
consent  to  leaving  him.  And  it  is  clearly  most  desirable 
that,  at  least  up  to  that  age,  no  encouragement  should 
be  given  to  girls  to  withdraw  themselves  from  the  pater- 
nal care.  I  may  add  that  if  those  persons,  who  have 
tried  their  best  to  baffle  the  authority  of  this  (^ourt,  and 
to  keep  this  girl  back  from  her  father,  had  been 
bdicted  for  the  offence  of  abducting  her,  it  appears  to 
me  that  they  would  have  been  liable  to  conviction.  I 
wiah  to  say,  also,  that  we  have  not  arrived  at  our  con- 
dusion  without  great  consideration,  and  that  we  have 
consulted  with  the  Judges  of  the  other  Courts,  who  are 
entirely  of  the  same  opinion  with  us.  Wc  must  order 
that  the  girl  be  given  up  to  her  father. 

(VFittHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Hill  and  Blackburn  Js.  concurred. 

Ordered  accordingly. 
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Friday, 

Saturd^,       In  the  matter  of  William  Henry  Craven  Allen* 

November^JAih, 


Bv  the  laist 
of  the  Articles 
of  War  drawn 
Qp  in  pur* 
Fnance  of  The 
Mutiny  Act 
for  1857. 
20  Vict.  c.  13. 
#.  1.,  juris- 
diction was 
conferred  on 
general 
Courts*  martial 


^HEE  Serjty  in  this  term,  had  obtained  a  rule,  on 
behalf  of  William  Henry  Craven  AUen^  calling  oo 
His  Royal  Highness  the  Duke  of  Cambridgey  the 
General  Commanding  in  Chief,  and  the  keeper  of  the 
Queen's  Prison,  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  ad  subjiciendum  should  not  issue,  directed  to  the 
keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison,  to  bring  up  the  body  of 

in  India  to  tiy  the  said  W.  H.  C  AUen^  then  in  the  custody  of  the  said 

and  sentence 
certain  mill-      keeper. 
tary  offenders 

accused  there  of  civil  offences.  By  sect  38  of  that  Act»  the  place  of  impriaonmeot 
under  the  sentences  of  general  Courts-martial  is  to  be  appointed  by  the  officer  oom- 
mandingthe  district.  By  sect.  40,  ever^  governor  or  keeper  of  any  public  prison  in  any 
put  of  Her  Miy est/s  dominions  is  required  to  receive  into  and  keep  in  his  custody  any 
military  offender  under  sentence  of  imprisonment  by  a  Court-martiid,  upon  deliveiy  to 
him  of  an  order  in  writing  in  that  behalf  &om  the  officer  commandi^  tne  regiment  to 
which  the  offender  belongs,  containing  certain  specified  particulars.  By  sect  41,  in  the 
case  of  jBk  prisoner  undergoing  imprisonment  under  the  sentence  of  a  Court-martial  in 
any  public  prison  other  than  the  military  prisons  set  apart  by  the  authority  of  the  Acfi^ 
the  officer  commanding  the  district  is  empowered  to  give  an  order  in  writmg,  directing 
that  the  prisoner  be  delivered  over  to  military  custody,  for  the  purpose  of  being  remoTeS 
to  some  other  prison  or  place,  there  to  undergo  the  remainder  of  his  sentence. 

A,,  a  military  offender  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction,  was  tried  in  Indian  under  the 
above  statute,  by  a  general  Court-martial,  for  a  civil  offence,  of  which  the  Court  found 
him  guilty,  and  for  which  they  sentenced  him  to  four  years*  imprisonment  The  officer 
commanding  the  district  in  which  he  was  tried  appointed  the  Fort  of  Agra  as  the  place 
of  his  imprisonment.  It  did  not  appear  whether  tiiis  fort  was  or  was  not  a  public  prison, 
or  was  or  was  not  a  military  prison  set  apart  by  the  authority  of  the  Act.  It  was, 
however,  under  military  command.  A,  was  imprisoned  there  for  about  nine  months ; 
at  the  end  of  which  the  same  officer  who  had  appointed  it  as  the  place  of  imprisonment 
gave  an  order  in  writing,  directinij  that  he  should  be  removed  therefrom  to  England^  to 
undergo  there  the  remainder  of  his  sentence ;  but  not  mentioning  any  prison  in  England 
to  which  he  was  to  be  removed.  A.,  having  been  brought  to  England  under  this  ordtf, 
was  there  confined  in  several  prisons  in  succession,  and,  ultimately,  in  the  Queen's 
Prison  ;  an  order  from  the  Commander-in-Chief  of  the  army  in  Enaland,  directing  the 
keeper  of  that  prison  to  receive  him  into  custody  for  the  remainder  of  his  sentence^ 
being  sent  there  with  him. 

Heldy  making  absolute  a  rule  for  a  habeas  corpus  obtained  by  A.,  that  A.  was  entitled 
to  his  discharge :  for  that  his  detention  in  custody,  which  could  not  be  justified  at 
common  law,  was  not  warranted  by  the  Act  in  question ;  inasmuch  as,  assuming  (a 
point  which  the  Court  did  not  determine)  that  the  case  fell  within  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  as  to  the  removal  of  prisoners,  no  valid  order  for  his  detention  in  the  Queen'i 
Prison  had  been  made  under  either  sect.  40  or  sect.  41. 
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It  appeared,  from  the  affidavits  on  which   the  rule        1860. 
was  obtained,  that  the  prisoner  was  a  lieutenant  of  Her  ^ 

Majesty's  82nd  Regiment  of  Foot,  and  had  been,  on       Allen. 
28th  February,  1859,  tried  at  a  general  Court-martial 
held  at  ShaJychanpcre,  in  the  Ecist  Indies,  and  upwards 
of  120  miles  from   the  Presidency  of  Fort  IVilliam, 
«on  a  cbaige  of  the  murder  of  one  Bidaasee.    The  Court 
tfoond  him  guilty  of  manslaughter  only,  and  he  was 
sentenced  to  be  imprisoned  for  four  years,  without  hard 
labour.     The  sentence  of  the  Court-martial  was  con- 
firmed by  Lord  Clyde,  who  was  the  officer  commanding 
the  district     He   appointed  Agra  Fort  (in   the  East 
Jmdies)  as  the  place  of  imprisonment     In  obedience  to 
the  sentence  and  to  the  appointment  of  Lord  Clyde, 
Lieut.  Allen  was  imprisoned  at  Agra  until  26th  November, 
1859,  upon  which  day  he  was  removed  to  Calcutta,  with 
an  intimation  that  he  was  to  be  sent  to  England.     He 
was  confined  in  Fort  William  from  23rd  December,  1859, 
mitil  30th  January,  1860,  when  he  embarked  for  England. 
He   arrived  in  England  on  20th  June,   1860,  and  was 
confined  for  a  few  days  at  Chatham  ;  from  which  place 
1^  was  taken,  on  26th  June,  to  the  convict  prison  at 
MUlbank.     On  16th  July  he  was  taken  to  the  military 
frismi  at  Weedon.     On  24th  July  he  was  taken  from 
Vtedm  to  Newgate,  where  he  was  kept  till  28th  July, 
on  which  day  he  was  taken  to  the  Queen's  Prison.    The 
following   letter  from  the  Adjutant  General  was  sent 
^thhim. 

^Immediate. 

«  Horse  Guards.  S.  W.  July  28,  1860.     ' 
«Sir, 
''His  Royal  Highness  the  General  Commanding  in 
Chief  desires  me  to  inform  you  that  he  intends  deliver- 


Alubv. 
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I860.       ing  into  your  custody  Lieut  W.  H.  C.  AUen^  late  of  the 
~^         82nd  Foot ;  and  I  have  the  honour  herewith  to  enclose 
his  oommittaL 

(Signed)  ''J.  Yarke  Scarlett,  A.  G.** 
''  The  Governor  of  the  Queen  s  Prison." 

Inclosed  was  the  following. 
'^Memorandum  for  the  Governor  of  the  Qneen^ 
Prison.- 
''You  are  hereby  requested  to  receive  into  your 
custody,  and  to  keep  in  conBnement  until  the  expiratioa 
of  his  imprisonment,  Lieut  TV.  H.  C.  Alien,  late  of  the 
82nd  Regiment  of  Foot ;  pursuant  to  a  sentence  of  a 
general  Court-martial  held  at  ShaUfchanpore,  in  the  Eaet 
Indies.  The  date  of  signing  the  same  was  28th  FArMory^ 
1859,  and  the  date  of  the  expiration  of  his  imprisoo- 
ment  will  be  on  the  evening  of  27th  February,  1863.* 

[A  statement  of  the  chaige  and  of  the  sentence  here 
followed.] 

"  By  order  of  His  Royal  Highness  the  General  Com- 
manding in  Chief. 

"  J:  Yarhe  Scarlett,  A.  G.- 

It  was  agreed  by  both  sides  that,  with  the  permisrion 
of  the  Court,  the  decision  upon  the  argument  of  the 
rule  should  be  final ;  and  that  a  writ  and  return  should 
be  dispensed  with. 

Sir  W.  Atherion,  Solicitor  General,  and  Webby  now 
shewed  cause  (a).  The  question  tor  the  decision  of  the 
Court  is^  whether  Lieut.  Allen  is  now  in  lawful  custody. 
By  Stat.  20  Vict.  c.  13.  s.  I.,  The  Mutiny  Act  which 
was  in  force  in  India  at  the  time  of  Lieut.  Attends  trial, 

(a)  Friday,  November  2ML 
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(i  provision  embodied  in  the  sobaequent  Mutiny  Acts),       i860. 

power  b  pven  to  Her  Majesty  "  to  make  Articles  of  War         ^ 

fcr  the  better  government  of  Her  Majesty's  forces,  which       ^^"^ 

articles  shall  be  judicially  taken  notice  of  by  all  Judges 

and  in  all  Courts  whatsoever."  The  131st  of  the  Articles 

of  War,  drawn  np  pursuant  to  this  enactment,  provided 

that  **  Any  officer  or  soldier  who"  might  '^  be  serving  in 

Jndia^  at  a  disUnoe  of  upwards  of  120  English  miles 

ftom    any  of  the  Presidencies  of  Fort  WiUtamt  Fort 

Sl  Georye  and  Bombay/'  ^  or  in  the  territories  of  any 

fin^elgn  state,  or  in  any  country  under  the  government 

*i^  fnotection  of  us,  where  there  is  no  Court  of  civil 

jnriadiction  in  force,  by  our  appointment,  competent  to 

try  aoch  ofienden,  who  shall  be  accused  of  treason^  or 

^  any  other  civil  offence,  which,  if  committed  in  England^ 

^OQld  be  punishable  by  a  Court  of  ordinary  criminal 

Jurisdiction  and  not  by  a  Court-martial,  shall  be  tried  by 

*  Keneral  Court-martial,  appointed  by  the  General  or 

^ther  officer  having  power  to  appoint  Courts-martial  in 

*^^h  places  as  aforesaid  for  the  time  being,  and  if  found 

SUtlty  shall  be  liable,  in  the  case  of  an  offence  which,  if 

^^^mitt^  in  England^  would  be  capital,  to  suffer  death, 

^^  such  other  punishment  as  by  t^  sentence  of  such 

S^Heral  Court-martial  shall  be  awarded ;  and  in  the  case 

^^   any  other  offence  to  suffer  such  punishment  other 

^«n  death  as  by  the  sentence  of  such  general  Court- 

'^^rtial  shall  be  awarded ;   no  such  punishment,  never- 

^^lesR,  to  be  of  such  a  nature  as  shall  be  contrary  to  the 

^^ages  of  English  law  in  regard  to  the  punishment  of 

^^^eoders,  or  of  that  law  as  modified  by  laws  applicable 

^^  -thdiOf  or  to  be  carried  into  effect  until  confirmed  by 

^^^  General  or  other  officer  by  whom,  or  under  whose 

^^liority,  such  Court-martial  was    appointed.*'     The 
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1860.  general  Court-martial  which  tried  Lieutenant  ^2&ii  had, 
^  therefore,  jurisdiction  to  try  and  convict  him  ht  the 

Allxh.  ^j^jj  offence  of  which  he  was  found  guilty.  He  is  now 
undergoing  his  sentence  in  a  fitting  prison  in  Her 
Majesty's  dominions;  and  the  Court  will  not  go  into 
the  question  whether  any  other  prison  situated  else- 
where in  those  dominions  would  be  fitter.  The  other 
side  will  probably  rely  on  sect.  38  of  The  Mutiny  Act 
before  mentioned,  20  Vict  c.  13.,  which  enacts  that 
'Mhe  place  of  imprisonment  under  the  sentences  of 
general  Courts-martial  shall  be  appointed  by  the  officer 
commanding  the  district ;"  and  will  contend  that  no  place 
other  than  that  so  appointed  can  be  a  proper  place  finr 
the  custody  of  the  offender.  In  that  view,  Affra,  the 
place  of  imprisonment  for  Lieut  Alkn  appointed  by 
Lord  Clyde,  is  the  only  place  in  which  he  can  be  law- 
fully confined.  The  view  is,  however,  erroneous,  and 
would  lead  to  serious  difficulties  and  inconveniences; 
as,  for  instance,  in  a  case  where  the  appointed  prison 
became  unavailable  for  the  purpose,  by  being  burnt 
down  or  otherwise  destroyed.  ICockbum  C.  J.  It  may 
be  that  such  a  case  is  a  casus  omissus.]  Sect .  39  em- 
powers the  Secret^-at-War  to  set  apart  buildings  as 
military  prisons,  to  be  deemed  public  prisons  under  the 
Act ;  and  to  make  rules  and  regulations  for  the  govern- 
ment and  superintendence  thereof,  and  of  the  officials^ 
and  of  the  offenders  confined  therein.  Sect.  40  enacts 
that "  Every  governor,  provost-marshal,  gaoler,  or  keeper 
of  any  public  prison  or  of  any  gaol  or  house  of  correction 
in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  shall  receive 
into  his  custody  any  military  offender  under  sentence  of 
imprisonment  by  a  Court-martial,  upon  delivery  to  him 
of  an  order  in  writing  in  that  behalf  from  the  officer 
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commandiiig  the  regiment  or  corps  to  which  the  offender       i860. 
Wongs  or  is  attached,  which  order  shall  specify  the  ^ 

period  of  imprisonment  which  the  offender  is  to  undergo,       Alubk. 
And  the  day  and  hoar  of  the  day  on  which  he  is  to  be 
released;  and  such  governor,  provost-marshal,  gaoler, 
or  keeper  shall  keep  such  offender  in  a  proper  place  of 
confinement,  mih  or  without  hard  labour,  and  with  or 
without  solitary  confinement,  according  to  the  sentence 
of  the  Court,  and  during  the  time  specified  in  the  said 
order,  or  until  he  be  discharged  or  delivered  over  to 
miUtary  custody  before  the  expiration  of  that  time  under 
ttQ  order  duly  made  for  that  purpose."    And  by  sect. 
^Ij  **  In  the  case  of  a  prisoner  undergoing  imprisonment 
under  the  sentence  of  a  Court-martial  in  any  public 
prison  other  than  the  military  prisons  set  apart  by  the 
anthority  of  this  Act,  or  in  any  gaol  or  house  of  correc- 
tion in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty's  dominions,  it  shall  be 
Iftwfu]  for  the  officer  who  confirmed  the  proceedings  of 
^^  Court,  or  for  the  officer  commanding  the  district,'^ 
to  giye  as  often  as  occasion  may  arise  an  order  in 
^^^ing  directing  that  the  prisoner  be  discharged,  or  be 
"^livered  over  to  military  custody,  whether  for  the  pur- 
P*^^  of  being  removed  to  some  other  prison  or  place, 
^«re   to   undergo  the  remainder  or  any  part  of    his 
*^^tence,  or  for  the  purpose  of  being  brought  before  a 
^Urt-martial  either  as  a  witness  or  for  trial,  and  such 
^^^^ner  shall,  accordingly,  on  the  production  of  such 
^*^er,  be  discharged  or  delivered  over,  as  the  case  may 
^^•*'     [Hill  J.    If  you  could  shew  an  order  in  writing, 
^  X^rd  Clyde,  for  the  prisoner's  removal  from  Affra  to 
^^  Queen's  Prison  in  this  country,  it  may  be  that  sect, 
"*•   ^ould  make  his  detention  here  lawful.    Blackburn  J. 
^  lies  upon  those  who  detain  Lieut  Allen  in  custody 
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1860.        in  this  coantry  for  an  oflbnce  committed  in  anothert 
'       5^  to  shew  that  they  have  strictly  pursued  some  statutable 

authority,  empowering  them  so  to  do.]  If  the  Court 
sees  that  the  prisoner  has  been  conricted  of  a  crime  and 
ought  now  to  be  undergoing  his  sentence,  they  will  not 
inquire  into  the  propriety  of  the  place  of  his  custody. 
In  the  Canadian  Prwmtnf  Cast  (a),  the  return  to  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  bring  up  a  prisoner  in  the  cus- 
tody of  the  gaoler  at  Liverpool^  for  the  purpose  of  dis- 
charging him,  stated  that  the  prisoner  was  indicted  for 
high  treason  in  Upper  Canada^  and  before  bis  arraign- 
ment petitioned  the  Lieutenant-Governor,  in  accordance 
with  a  colonial  Act  (which  authorized  the  pardon  of 
persons  indicted  for  high  treason  on  condition  of  being 
transported  from  the  province),  confessing  his  guilt  and 
praying  for  a  pardon  on  such  conditions  as  the  governed 
and  council  should  think  fit ;  that  the  governor  granted 
such  pardon,  on  the  condition,  assented  to  by  the 
prisoner,  that  he  should  be  transported  to  Van  DianmC$ 
Land  for  life ;  that,  in  order  to  carry  out  such  transpor- 
tation, it  was  found  necessary  to  remove  the  prisoner, 
first  to  Quebec  and  then  to  England;  and  that,  on  his 
arrival  in  England^  he  was  delivered  by  the  captain  of 
the  ship  which  brought  him  over  into  the  custody  of 
the  gaoler  of  Liverpool^  to  be  kept  while  means  wen 
preparing  to  transport  him  to  Van  Diemaatt  Land.  The 
Court  refused  to  discharge  the  prisoner;  on  the  gronnd 
that,  even  if  the  condition  of  the  pardon  were  not  law* 
ful,  or  if,  being  lawful,  the  prisoner  was  not  an  assent* 
ing  party  to  it,  he  was  still  liable  to  be  tried  for  the 
treason  in  England,  and  therefore  any  subject   might 

(«)  5  itf.  #  r.  32. 
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detaiD  him  in  custody  until  he  was  dealt  with  according        i860. 
to  law.     Lord  Abinger  C.  B.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  '       ^^ 
of  the  Court,  said  (a),  ^'  The  position  of  the  prisoner 
appears  to  be  this:  that  he  has  been  indicted  for  high 
treason  committed  in  Canada  against  Her  Majesty ;  that 
he  has  confessed  himself  guilty  of  that  treason ;  that  he 
is  liable  to  be  tried  for  it  in  England;  that  he  cannot 
plead  the  pardon  which  he  has  renounced ;  and  that  he 
is  now  in  the  custody  of  the  gaoler  of  Liverpool^  under 
such  circumstances  as  would  justify  any  subject  of  the 
Crown  of  England  in  taking  and  detaining  him  in  cus- 
tody until  he  be  dealt  with  according  to  law.     Any 
subject  who  held  him  in  custody  with  a  knowledge  of 
the  circumstances  would  be  guilty  of  a  crime  in  aiding 
and  assisting  his  escape,  if  he  be  permitted  to  go  at  large 
without  lawful  authority.     How  then  can  we  order  the 
poler  of  Uverpoolf  or  any  other  person  who  has  him  in 
custody,  with  knowledge  of  these  circumstances,  to  let 
lum  go  at  large  ?**    That  case  is  an  authority  for  the 
e^oeral  proportion,  that  a  prisoner  lawfully  in  custody 
iioot  entitled  to  his  discharge  on  habeas  corpus.  [Black- 
^  J.  That  case  proceeded  on  the  special  ground  that 
the  prisoner,  being  guilty  of  high  treason  and  liable  to 
be  tried  for  it  in  England^  might  be  detained  there  by 
^J  subject  of  the  Crown.]     In  the  present  case   the 
prisoner  has  been  already  convicted  and  sentenced  by  a  • 
l^oortof  competent  jurisdiction ;  and  the  original  desig- 
nation of  the  place  of  imprisonment  was  merely  direc- 
toiy,  and  formed  no  part  of  the  sentence,  which  may  be 
carried  out  in  any  lawful  prison.     Sect.  38  of  the  Act 
tfeaks  of  the  sentence  of  the  Court*raartial,  and*  of  the 

(a)  dM.4^W.  60. 


Allev. 
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1860.       place  of  imprisonment  under  the  sentence,  in  separate 
"^^  clauses.     The  Court  pronounces  the  sentence ;  the  place 

of  imprisonment  is  subsequently  appointed  by  the  officer 
commanding  the  district.  [Cockburn  C.  J*  Sect.  41 
appears  to  require  an  order  in  writing  by  the  command- 
ing oflScer,  in  order  to  warrant  a  change  of  the  place  of 
imprisonment]  It  is  doubtful  whether  that  section 
applies,  where  the  prisoner  is  originally  confined  in 
military  custody. 

Shee  Serjt.  and  J.  Brown,  contra,  were  not  now  called 
upon  (a). 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  I  entertain  no  doubt  that,  upon 
the  state  of  facts  brought  before  us,  the  imprisonment  of 
Lieut.  Allen  is  illegal,  and  he  is  entitled  to  his  dischaige. 
Considering  the  nature  of  his  offence,  we  may  regret 
that  any  technical  error  in  carrying  out  the  senteoce 
should  have  intervened,  and  that  he  should  thereby  be 
entitled  to  liberation  before  the  sentence  has  expired. 
We  have,  however,  to  inquire  whether  the  imprisonment 
which  he  is  now  undergoing  is  in  pointof  law  justifiable. 
I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that  it  is  not.  He  was  tried  for 
an  offence  which  would  have  been  cognizable  only  by 
the  constituted  civil  tribunals,  were  it  not  for  the  special 
provisions  of  The  Mutiny  Act,  and  of  the  Articles  of 
War  incorporated  therewith.  These  provisions  em- 
power a  general  Court-martial  to  try  military  penons 
accused  of  criminal  offences ;  to  find  an  accused  person 
guilty ;  and  to  pass  upon  him  sentence  of  imprisonment: 
but  they  do  not  empower  the   Court  to  appoint  the 

(a)  Skee  Segt.  was  heard  on  the  following  morning.    See  post,  p.  349. 
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place    of   imprisonment    under  the  sentence.      That        1860. 
power  is  given  to  the  officer  commanding  the  district.  i^^ 

In  the  present  case  that  officer.  Lord    Clyde^  named       Allwt. 
AgrOf  in  the  E<ut  Indies^  as  the  place  of  imprisonment ; 
but  we  find  that  Lieut.  Allen  is  now  undergoing  im- 
prisonment,    not  there,  but  in   this  country.      Such 
imprisonment  is  not  in  conformity  with  the  mode  in 
^hich  his  sentence  is  directed  by  the  Act  to  be  carried 
oat.    Then,  has  the  change  of  the  place  of  imprisonment 
been  ordered  by  any  one  having  authority  under  the 
Act  so  to  order :  for,  if  not,  the  change  is  contrary  to 
common   law  and  cannot  be  upheld?   Now  the  only 
po^wer  to  change  the  place  of  imprisonment,  conferred 
by    the  Act,  is  that  given  by  sect.  41  to  the  commanding 
oSScer  of  the  district ;  the  same  person  who,  by  secL 
33^  is  to  appoint  the  place  of  imprisonment  in  the  first 
iastance*    There  is  nothing  before  us  at  present  to  shew 
tl^a.t  Lord  Clyde^  the  officer  commanding  the  district, 
bi^s  exercised  the  power  given  him  by  sect  41 ;  but 
useless  he  has  done  so  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  hb  dis« 
cbcixge.    I^  then,  the  Solicitor  General  can  obtain  any 
foxtiier  information,  sufficient  to  satisfy  us  that  Lord 
Cl3fde  has  ordered  the  place  of  the  prisoner's  imprison- 
ment to  be  changed  from  Agra  to  England^  the  Court 
^nU  pause  before  ordering  the  liberation  of  the  prisoner; 
Vmt  if  no  such  information  is  forthcoming,  the  prisoner 
mvBt  be  discharged*     In  the  meanwhile  our  present 
judgment  is  not  finaL 

(WiQHTBfAN  J.  was  absent.) 

HqiL  and  Blackbubm  Js.  concurred. 
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1860.       place  of  imprisonment  under  tb  -'iter  General  saw 

j^^  clauses.     The  Court  pronoun  iOn  of  the  Court,  he 

Allen.       ^f  imprisonment  is  subseqr         -de,  the  result  of  whi^*^ 
commanding  the  distrir         .lowing  affidavit,  made  l^^ 
appears  to  require  an         .e  War  department.    "I  ^^^^ 
ing  officer,  in  ordr      -  copy  of  a  letter  dated  '  Ilor^"^ 
imprisonment.1    jptembeTf   1859/   addressed    to    \jsr 
applies,  whr    ckarlei  Yorhe^  the  then  military  secretary 
military  r^^^'^  Highness   the   Commander    in    Chiefs 
,  ''^  itis  lordship  to  take  steps  for  sending  Lieur^ 
S'   X  cl  ^^^  ^^  Englandf  if  his  lordship  should  con^^ 
*        ^'  ^i  course  advisable.     I  have  seen  and  conversed^ 
^ficneral  Lord  Clyde  (i),  who  is  now  in  Englandf^ 
fbe  subject  of  the  said  letter  of  23rd   Septemher^^ 
jS59 ;  and  he  has  informed  me  that,  after  consulting  Z 
^ith  the  Governor  General  of  Indian  he  directed  the 
Adjutant  General  of  the  Forces  to  issue  an  order  ad-^ 
dressed  to  the  commanding  officer  of  the  fort  at  Agra^ 
for  the  removal  of  fF,  H.  C.  Allen  from  that  place  to 
Calcutta,  for  the  purpose  of  being  embarked  for  England 
with  a  party  of  invalids  in  charge  of  the  officer  com- 
manding the  detachment.     General  Lord  Clyde  further 
informed  me  that  the  Adjutant  General  was  the  proper 
officer  to  sign  such  an  order,  upon  receiving  his.  Lord 
Clyde\   directions    so   to  do;   and   that   his   lordship 
believes  that    it   was  in  pursuance  of  such   an  order 
by  the  Adjutant  General  of  the   Forces  that  the  said 
W.  IL  C.  Allen  was  removed  from  the  fort  at  Agra  to 
England  ;  as  the  commanding  officer  of  the  fort  at  Agra 

{a)  Siiturday,  yovcmber  24th. 

(f>)  The  SiHin'tor  Genera/  stated  that  this  conyonation  took  place  on 
the  proci'diug  eveuing,  Friday ,  JS'wemlcr  23rd. 
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^rding  to  universal  pracliccy  have  allowed        1860. 
C.  Allen  to  be  removed^  without  the  ^        . 

1  order.     The  Adjutant  General's       ^■'""• 

1  pursuance  of  directions  given 
.  Chief,  and  such  order,  if  made,  I 
.aid,  according  to  military  practice,  be 
retained  by  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
.  Agra^  as  his  authority  and  justification  for  the 
he  had  taken ;  and  after  diligent  inquiry  I  have 
^n,  and  am,  unable  to  discover  the  existence  of  any 
order  in  this  country,   and  I  verily  believe  that 
such  can  be  forthcoming.** 


JShee  Seijt.  was  then  heard  in  support  of  the  rulq;^ 

1    Brmoiif  who  was  with  him,  was  not  called  upon). 

ty  Boppoaing  the  hearsay  evidence,  contained  in  the 

kvit  just  read,  to  be  true  in  fact,  the  alleged  order 

^  thfb  Adjutant  Greneral  was  not  the  order  of  Lord 

CByirfr^  who  alone  was  empowered,  by  sect  41  of  the 

Aet»  to  change  Lieut.  Allen's  place  of  imprisonment 

[HSU  J.     A  written  order  by  the  Adjutant  General, 

MMle  under  Lord  Cfyde^s  direction,  would  satisfy  the 

Acti   Blaeibum  J.    The  Act  does  not  require   the 

•cler  to  be  under  the  hand  of  the  officer  commanding 

the  district]    Assuming  that  to  be  so,  an  order  to 

WDMwe  a  prisoner  to  England  was  not  warranted  by  the 

4bt  section.    It  would  require  clear  and  express  words. 

Ml  to  be  found  in  that  section,  to  give  so  arbitrary  a 

power  of  removal  to  the  military  authorities;  especially 

ID  the  ease  of  prisoners  guilty  of  minor  offences.     The 

jnidBcdon  of  the  Court-martial  to  try  persons  accused 

^if  dvil  offences  at  all  is  exceptional,  and  the  creature  of 

tkitatnte,  coupled  with  the  articles  of  war ;  nor  is  it  to 

VOL.  m.  2  a  e.  &  E. 
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I860.  On  the  day  following  (a\  the  SMdtor  General  sttd 

^  that,  in  consequence  of  the  suggestion  of  the  Comt,  he 

had  caused  inquiries  to  be  made,  the  result  of  which 
had  been  embodied  in  the  following  affidavit,  made  by 
the  assistant  solicitor  to  the  War  department.  '*  I  have 
seen  and  perused  the  copy  of  a  letter  dated  '  Horae 
Guards,  23rd  September,  1859/  addressed  to  Ixml 
Clyde  by  Sir  Charles  Yarke,  the  then  military  secretary 
to  His  Royal  Highness  the  Commander  in  Chie^ 
directing  his  lordship  to  take  steps  for  sending  Lieut. 
W.  H.  C.  Alien  to  England,  if  his  lordship  should  con- 
sider that  course  advisable.  I  have  seen  and  conveiaed 
with  General  Lord  Clyde  (J}\  who  is  now  in  Englamd^ 
pn  the  subject  of  the  said  letter  of  23rd  Sepiember, 
1859 ;  and  be  has  informed  me  that,  after  consulting 
with  the  Governor  General  of  India,  he  directed  the 
Adjutant  General  of  the  Forces  to  issue  an  order  ad- 
dressed to  the  commanding  officer  of  the  fort  at  Agra^ 
for  the  removal  of  iV.  H.  C.  Allen  from  that  [daoe  to 
Calcutta,  for  the  purpose  of  being  embarked  for  England 
with  a  party  of  invalids  in  chaige  of  the  officer  com* 
manding  the  detachment  General  Lord  Chfde  fhrthar 
informed  me  that  the  Adjutant  General  was  the  proper 
officer  to  sign  such  an  order,  upon  receiving  hi%  Loid 
Clgde%  directions  so  to  do;  and  that  hia  lordship 
believes  that  it  was  in  pursuance  of  such  an  order 
by  the  Adjutant  General  of  the  Forces  that  the  aud 
W.  H.  C.  Alien  was  removed  from  the  fort  at  Agra  U 
England;  as  the  commanding  officer  of  the  fort  at  Agr 

(a)  Saturday t  November  24th. 

{f)  The  Solicitor  General  stated  that  thif  oonyerfatioii  took  plaof 
the  preceding  eTening,  Friday,  November  23rd. 
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would  not,  according  to  universal  praclice,  have  allowed        1860. 
the  said   W.  H.   C.  Allen  to  be  removed,  without  the  ^        . 

production  of  such  an  order.     The  Adjutant  General's       ^^^^t^- 
datj  is  to  issue  orders  in  pursuance  of  directions  given 
hy  the  Commander  in  Chief,  and  such  order,  if  made,  I 
verily  believe  would,  according  to  military  practice,  be 
i^ept   and  detained  by  the  commanding  officer  of  the 
fort  at  A^a,  as  his  authority  and  justification  for  the 
course  he  had  taken ;  and  after  diligent  inquiry  I  have 
I^^en^  and  am,  unable  to  discover  the  existence  of  any 
«w;h  order  in  this  country,  and  I  verily  believe  that 
none  such  can  be  forthcoming.** 

Shee  Seijtw  was  then  heard  in  support  of  the  rulq|^ 
W*   BrawHf  who  was  with  him,  was  not  called  upon). 
^>^t,  supposing  the  hearsay  evidence,  contained  in  the 
^^^vit  just  read,  to  be  true  in  fact,  the  alleged  order 
^^  the  Adjutant  General  was  not  the  order  of  Lord 

^'^  who  alone  was  empowered,  by  sect  41  of  the 

^  ^  to  change  Lieut.  AUen^s  place  of  imprisonment 

L'^itU  J.     A  written  order  by  the  Adjutant  General, 

'^^de  under  Lord  Cfyde^a  direction,  would  satisfy  the 

^ct.   Blackburn  J.     The  Act  does  not  require   the 

^^'^^r  to  be  under  the  hand  of  the  officer  commanding 

^^e  district.]    Assuming  that   to  be  so,  an  order  to 

x^iDove  a  prisoner  to  England  was  not  warranted  by  the 

^Ist  section*     It  would  require  clear  and  express  words, 

^^^otto  be  found  in  that  section,  to  give  so  arbitrary  a 

P<>wer  of  removal  to  the  military  authorities;  especially 

*^  the  case  of  prisoners  guilty  of  minor  offences.     The 

jurisdiction  of  the  Court-martial  to  try  persons  accused 

^^  civil  offences  at  all  is  exceptional,  and  the  creature  of 

^®  statute,  coupled  with  the  articles  of  war ;  nor  is  it  to 

"^^OL.  III.  2  a  e.  &  e. 
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I860.        be  extended  beyond  the  plain  words  of  the  enactment. 

~^  By  sect.  24  the   Legislature  has  guarded  against  the 

execution  of  a  sentence  of  transportation  or  penal  servi- 
tude, passed  upon  an  offender  by  a  Court-martial  in  Indian 
without  an  order  by  a  Judge  of  one  of  the  supreme  Courts 
of  Judicature ;  and  it  cannot  have  contemplated  that  a 
military  officer  should,  mero  motu,  have  power  to  order 
the  removal  of  a  minor  offender  from  India  to  any  other 
part  of  the  Queen's  dominions.     [Hill  J.   It  would  be  a 
strange  omission  in  the  Act,  if  no  power  was  given  to  some 
authority  or  other  to  change  the  place  of  imprisonment  of  a 
prisoner  confined  for  a  long  term  in  India.  Cockbum  C.  J. 
In  cases  in  which  sect.  41  does  apply,  it  maybe  matter  for 
^j^rious  consideration  whether  the  power  to  change  the 
place  of  imprisonment  thereby  given  to  the  commanding 
officer  must  not  be  assumed  to  authorize  a  change  only  to 
some  other  place  within  that  officer's  military  jurisdiction.] 
The  power  must  be  reasonably  construed  as  subject  to 
that  limitation.     But  sect.  41  does  not  apply  to  the 
present  case.     This  is  apparent  from  a  consideration  of 
the  preceding  sections.     Sect  38  directs  that  the  place 
of  imprisonment   under  sentences  of  general  Courts- 
martial  shall  be  appointed  by  the  officer  commanding 
the  district.     By  sect  39  the  Secretary  at- War  may  set 
apart  buildings  as  military  prisons,  which  are   to  be 
deemed  public  prisons  within  the  meaning  of  the  Act 
By  sect.  40  every  governor,  provost-marshal,  gaoler,  or 
keeper  of  any  public  prison  b  required  to  receive  into  his 
custody  any  military  offender  under  sentence  of  impri- 
sonment by  Court-martial,    on    delivery  to  him  of  a 
written  order  to  that  effect  from  the  officer  commanding 
the   regiment   to  which   the  offender  belongs.      Tlien 
follows  sect.  41,  which,  in  terms,  is  restricted  to  the  case 
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ofa  prisoner  undei^oing  imprisonment  under  the  sen-        ]860. 
tence  of  a  Court-martial  in  any  public  prison  other  than  "^ 

the  military  prisons  set  apart  by  the  authority  of  the  Act,  ^^^' 

or  in  any  gaol  or  house  of  correction  in  any  part  of  Her 
Majesty's  dominions.     It  does  not  appear  whether  the 
fort  of  Affra  is  a  military  prison  set  apart  by  the  autho- 
rity of  the  Act,  neither  does  it  appear  that  it  is  a  public 
prison.    It  is,  however,  a  military  prison,  and  therefore 
not^  in  any  case,  a  prison  for  the  removal  of  a  prisoner 
from  which  an  order  may  be  made,  under  sect.  41,  by 
the  officer  commanding  the  district;  inasmuch  as  that 
order  is  to  direct  that  the  prisoner  be  delivered  over  to 
military  custody,     llie  section  assumes,  therefore,  that 
^^  is,  prior  to  the  order,  in  civil  custody.     One  object . 
of   the  enactment,  probably,  was  that  if  the  regiment 
^  which  an  offender  in  civil  custody  belonged,  was 
^boQt  to  be  removed  to  another  station,  he  might  be 
^oded  over  to  the  military  authorities  and  removed 
^itb  it.     Moreover,  it  is  not  to  be  supposed  that  the 
^^tion  applies  to  the  removal  of  a  prisoner  from  one 
l^it  of  the  Queen's  dominions  to  another.     Otherwise, 
^Ae  commanding  officer  might  exercise  his  own  caprice 
*^  the  choice  of  the  country  of  the  fresh  prison.     [Cock' 
^^n  C.  J.     The  other  side  may  contend  that  sect  41 
^^^8  that  extensive   operation,   inasmuch    as    sect.   38 
^^^poses  no  limits  within  which  the  prison,  in  which  the 
t^^soner  is  originally  to  be  directed  by  the  commanding 
^^cer  to  be  conBned,  must  be  situate.     Could  not  Lord 
^fjfde,  under  sect.   38,   have   appointed,    in   the   first 
^^stance,  the  Queen's  Prison  in  England  as  the  original 
place  of  confinement  for  Lieut.  Alle»i  f]  The  Legislature 
^^n  never  have  intended  to  empower  an  officer  in  the 
^^m  Indies  to  call  upon  any  gaoler  in  England  to  receive 
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1 8fiO,       and  keep  a  prisoner,  tried  and  convicted  in  India.  [CdA 
"i^  bum  C.  J.     By  sect.  40  the  order  to  the  keeper  of  < 

prison  to  receive  a  military  offender  convicted  by  Court 
martial  is  to  be  given  by  the  officer  commanding  th 
regiment  to  which  the  offender  belongs.  There  has  beei 
no  such  order  in  this  case.]  No ;  the  only  order^  if  any 
was  that  of  the  Adjutant  General,  by  the  direction  o 
Lord  Clyde.  [Athertan,  Solicitor  General  The  <Mde 
was  that  of  Lord  Clyde,  the  officer  commanding  xh 
district,  and  satisfied  sect  41.  Lieut.  AUeth  hsnt^ 
been  removed  under  the  order,  is  lawfully  in  Engkmd. 
[Cockbum  C.  J.  The  order  is  merely  for  the  remova 
of  the  offender  to  England,  not  to  any  named  prison  ii 
England.  The  order,  if  valid,  would  justify  his  im 
prisonment  in  any  English  prison.]  [The  Solicito 
General,  (conceding  that  the  order  was  too  wide^  the 
Commander  in  Chief  in  England  has  supplied  that  defi- 
ciency, by  designating  the  Queen's  Prison  as  the  place 
of  imprisonment.]  [Cockbum  C.  J.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  Act  to  give  the  English  Commander  in  Chiei 
power  to  interfere,]  [The  Solicitor  General  If  the 
Court  sees  that  an  offender,  who  has  been  convicted  oJ 
felony  by  a  Court  of  competent  jurisdiction,  is  in  i 
proper  place  of  custody  for  undergoing  his  sentence; 
they  will  not  inquire  whether  the  particular  prison  is  thi 
right  one.]  [Blackburn  J.  The  Commander  in  Chie: 
would  appear  to  be  the  person  to  whom  a  power  U 
remove  a  military  prisoner  from  one  prison  to  anothei 
might  most  properly  be  intrusted ;  but  I  cannot  fine 
that  the  Legislature  has  given  him  that  power.] 

Shee  Serjt.  In  the  absence  of  an  express  power  t< 
that  effect,  the  proceedings  of  the  Commander  in  Chie 
are   a   direct  infringement  of  sect.    9   of  the    Habea 
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Corpus  Act,  31  Car.  2.  c.  2.,  which  enacts,  "That  if  any        1860. 
person  or  persons,  subjects    of   this    realm,  shall  be  r7^ 

committed  to  any  prison  or  in  custody  of  any  oflScer  or 
officers  whatsoever,  for  any  criminal  or  supposed  crimi- 
nal matter,  that  (a)  the  said  person  shall  not  be  removed 
firom  the  said  prison  and  custody  into  the  custody  of  any 
other  officer  or  officers,  unless  it  be  by  habeas  corpus 
ar  some  other  legal  right,"  and  provides  that  persons 
making  out  a  warrant  for  such  removal,  contrary  to  the 
Aot,  shall  incur  the  pains  and  forfeitures  mentioned  in 
the  Act.     (He  was  then  stopped.) 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.   We  postponed  our  decision  in  this 
esifie,  in  order  to  give  the  Solicitor  General  an  oppor- 
tvsYiity  of  procuring  further  affidavits.      He  has  now 
l>Pought  under  our  notice  an  affidavit,  the  consideration 
ckC  which  satisfies  me  that  it  would  be  useless  for  us  to 
postpone  judgment  any  longer,  or  to  enlarge  the  rule 
^iih  a  view  to  the  further  investigation  of  the  facts ;  in- 
asmuch as,  assuming  that  the  £acts  stated  in  the  affidavit 
^v^cre  fully  established,  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  must 
xie?ertheles8  be  made  absolute.     It  is   unnecessary  to 
determine  the  question  which  has  been  argued  by  my 
brother  Shee^  whether  this  case  falls  within  the  provi- 
wons  of  sect.  41  of  The  Mutiny  Act  of  1857.    Even  if  it 
does  80  (and  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  it  does),  those 
provisions  have  not  been  complied  with,  and,  as  the 
<^^  now  stands,  no  legal  warrant  exists  by  virtue  of 
^Uch  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  can  hold  Lieut. 
^^m  m  custody.     Sects.  40  and  41  of  the  Act  seem  to 
^  somewhat  at  variance.     [His  Lordship  read  them.] 
One  secdon  makes  the  order  in  writing  of  the  officer 

(a)  Sic. 
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commanding  the  regiment  to  which  the  offender  belongs 
the  condition  upon  which  he  is  to  be  received  and  im- 
prisoned by  the  keeper  of  a  prison;  by  the  other  aection, 
the  like  order  of  the  officer  commanding  the  dbtrict  is  the 
condition  upon  which  a  prisoner  may  be  moved  from 
one  prison  to  another.  The  question  might  arise  whe- 
ther,  even  after  the  making  of  an  order  by  the  officer 
commanding  the  district,  under  the  latter  section,  for 
the  removal  of  a  prisoner  from  one  public  prison  to 
another,  the  keeper  of  the  prison  to  which  he  is  sent 
could  be  required  to  receive  him  without  an  additional 
order,  under  sect.  40,  from  the  officer  commanding  hb 
regiment  How  this  may  be  we  need  not  now  determine. 
It  is  enough  to  say  that  in  the  present  case  no  order  has 
been  made,  under  either  section,  by  virtue  of  which  the 
keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  can  detain  Lieut.  Jttem  in 
custody.  Assuming  the  truth  of  all  the  &cts  stated  in  the 
affidavit  produced  by  the  Solicitor  General,  all  that  has 
taken  place  is,  that  Lord  Clj/dCf  the  commanding  officer 
of  the  district,  having  first  directed,  under  the  38th  section, 
that  the  place  of  the  offender's  impriscmment  should  be 
jiffra,  afterwards  directed  the  Adjutant  Gieneral  in  Jhdia 
to  make  an  order  (which  may  be  deemed  for  the  present 
purpose  to  have  been  tantamount  to  an  order  by  Jx>ixl 
Clt/de  himself)  for  the  removal  of  the  prisoner  from  Agra  to 
England,  with  a  view,  no  doubt,  to  his  undergoing  the 
remainder  of  his  sentence  in  this  country.  It  does  nol 
appear  that  any  order  has  ever  been  made,  either  by 
Lord  Clyde  as  the  officer  commanding  the  district,  or  by 
the  officer  commanding  Lieut.  Alltn^s  regiment,  for  the 
imprisonment  of  Lieut.  Allen  in  the  Queen's  Prison,  or 
for  his  reception  into  custody  by  the  keeper  of  that 
prison.     The  deficiency  in  this  respect  in  Lord  Clydfis 
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order  has  been  attempted  to  be  supplied  bj  the  direction        I860, 
given  to  the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  to  receive  the  Re 

prisoner,  by  the  English  Adjutant  General,  representing 
His  Rojal  Highness  the  General  Commanding  in  Chief. 
But  there  is  no  provision  in  the  Act  to  empower  either 
His  Royal  Highness,  or  the  Adjutant  General  for  him, 
to  give  any  such  direction  in  cases  like  the  present.  The 
custody  in  which  Lieut.  Allen  now  is,  is,  therefore,  un- 
lawful, because  no  legal  order  or  warrant  for  his  deten-i 
don  in  it  can  be  produced     There  is  a  material  distinc- 
tion between   this  case  and    that    of   The   Canadian 
Drwmers  (a),  cited  by  the  Solicitor  General.     There, 
the  prisoner  who  applied  for  a  habeas  corpus  was  liable 
to  be  tried  in  this  country  for  high  treason,  and  if  dis- 
charged from  custody  might   have  been    immediately 
n-apprehended  by  any   one :   consequently,  the  (yourt 
nfused  to  liberate  him,  although  he  was  not  in  the 
costody  in  which  he  ought  properly  to  have  been.  Here, 
the  prisoner  is  in  custody  in  this  country  without  any 
lawful  cause,   undergoing  an   imprisonment   which   is 
unlawful  because  justified  by  no  legal  warrant,  and  from 
^hich  he  is  absolutely  entitled  to  be  liberated, 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Hill  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.     Lord  C/i/de, 

as  the  officer  commanding  the  district,  complied  with 

(be  38th  section  of  the  Act  by  naming  Agra  as  the 

place  for  Lieut.   Aliens  imprisonment  to  undergo  bis 

sentence ;  and  assuming,  for  the  purposes  of  the  case, 

(bat  the  case  falls  within  the  41st  section,  and  that  it 

(fl)  o.V.cf  IV. '^Z 
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1860.        was  open  to  Lord  Clyde  to  give  a  subsequent  order  in 
Be  writings  directing  the  prisoner's  removal  to  some  other 

prison  or  place,  there  to  undergo  the  remainder  of  his 
sentence,  the  only  order  which  Lord  d^ife  has  given  was 
one  for  the  prisoner's  removal  to  England.  The  prisoner 
is  now  found  in  this  country  and  in  the  Queen's  prison ; 
and  the  question  to  be  answered  is,  under  what  authmty 
is  he  detained  there  in  custody  ?  The  only  wamint 
which  can  be  produced  is  a  document  coming  from 
the  Horse  Guards,  signed  by  the  Adjutant  General, 
stating  Lieut.  AlleiCs  crime  and  sentence  by  an  Indian 
Court-martial,  and  requiring  the  governor  of  the  prison 
to  keep  him  in  confinement  until  his  sentence  expires. 
I  find,  however,  no  authority  given  by  The  Mutiny  Act 
either  to  the  Adjutant  General  or  to  the  Commander  in 
Chief,  to  issue  such  a  document.  The  only  section  of 
The  Mutiny  Act,  so  far  as  I  can  discover,  which  autho- 
rizes a  gaoler  to  receive  into  custody  and  keep  in  confine- 
ment a  military  offender  under  sentence  of  imprisonment 
by  a  Court-martial,  is  sect  40,  which  requires  him  to  do 
so  upon  delivery  to  him  of  an  Order  in  writing  in  thai 
behalf  from  the  officer  commanding  the  regiment  to 
which  the  offender  belongs.  In  the  present  case  no 
such  order  is  forthcoming.  I  am  therefore  constrained, 
very  unwillingly  I  confess,  to  say  that  Lieut.  Allen  is 
illegally  in  custody  and  is  entitled  to  his  discharge. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  In  The 
Canadian  Prisoners'  Case, {a)  circumstances  appeared 
which  shewed  that  the  detention  of  the  prisoner,  who 
applied  for  a  habeas  corpus,  might  be  justified  at  com- 

(fl)  5  M.  cf-  W.  32.    ' 
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moD  law.      He  had  confessed  himself  guilty  of  high        I860, 
treason ;  he  had  neither  been  tried  nor  pardoned ;  he  was  ^ 

Jiable  to  be  tried  for  that  crime  in  this  country ;  and       -A^llbk. 
any  subject  of  the  Crown  might,  at  common  law,  detain 
him  in  custody.     For  those  reasons  the  Court  refused  to 
discharge  him.     But,  in  the  case  before  us,  Lieut.  Allen 
is    detained  in  custody  in  this  country  under  circum- 
stances in  which  the  common  law  would  not  detain  him. 
X'lie   real  reason  for  his  detention  is  that  he  has  been 
^led  by  a  Court-martial  in  India,  and  there  sentenced 
to    four  years'  imprisonment.     The  common  law  does 
not  authorize  his  detention  for  such  a  cause.     Recourse 
'^•ist  therefore  be  had  to  some  statutable  authority  by 
those  who  seek  to  justify  it.     The  Mutiny  Act,  although 
^^     a.uthorizes  the  detention  of  a  prisoner  in  many  cases, 
*^   Ho  authority  in  the  case  before  us.    I  need  not  repeat 
^^liat  has  been  said  by  the  Lord  Chief  Justice  and  my 
t^^'other  Hill  upon  this  point.  I  will  only  say  that,  giving 
*^ll  credit  to  what  Lord  Clyde  says  he  believes  was  done 
^^^^  Xhdia^  namely,  that  an  order  for  the  prisoner's  removal 
^^^  England  was  sent  by  the  Indian  Adjutant  General, 
"^   Ix>rd  Click's  direction,  to  the  commander  of  the  fort 
^'^    -^t/ra,  I  agree  with  the  rest  of  the  Court,  for  the 
^"^^aons  they  have  stated,  that  the  case  is  not  thereby 
"^Ought  within  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,  and 
^^^^^sequently  that  Lieut.  Allen  cannot  be  detained  in 
*^^    Queen's  Prison.     It  is  a  matter,  however,  for  the 
^^*"iou8  consideration  of  the  Government,  whether  they 
^^^ll  not,  for  the   future,  revise  The  Mutiny  Act,  and 
^^*^ke  provision  in  it  for  a  case  like  the  present 

Rule  absolute. 
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Saturday, 
NoveniljertiAih. 


CoBBETT  against  Wheeler,  Jenkyns  and  Others. 


Stat,  4  Jac,  1.    T^HE  plaintiff  m  person  had  in  this  Term  obtained  a 
C.S.S.2,  X  ,         „.  ,^      ,  ^     , 

rule  calling  on  the  defendants  to  shew  cause  why 

so  much  of  the  judgment  signed  in  this  action  as  related 

to   the  costs  of  the  nonsuit  and  the  execution  issued 

thereunder  should  not  be  set  aside,  and  why  the  plaintiff 

should  not  be  discharged    out  of  the  custody   of  the 

keeper  of  the  Queen's  Prison  as  to  this  action. 

Tiie  action  was  one  of  ejectment,  brought   by   the 

plaintiff  as  executor  of  a  deceased  mortgagee,  to  recover 

certain  toll-gates  of  a  turnpike  road  in  the  county  of  Sautk^ 

amptan.     The  defendants,  other  than  Jenkyns^  were  loll- 

gate-keepers,  and  appeared  to  defend  as  tenants ;  Jenkyns 


enacts,  that 
"In  any  ac- 
tion" "of 
trespass  or 
ejectione 
iimfBf  or  anj 
other  action 
whatsoever, 
wherein  the 
plaintiflF" 
"  might  hare 
costs  (if  in 
case  judgment 
ehould  be 
giTenforhim)," 
if  "  the  plain- 
tiff" "after 
appearance 
of  the  de- 
fendant" *•  be 
non-suited," 

"  the  defendant**  "  shall  have  judgment  to  recover  his'  costs  against  every  mic}i  pUm- 
tiff." 

The  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4.  c.  126^  by  sect.  48  imposes  a  penalty  upon  a 
mortgagee  of  tolls  who  shall  keep  possession  of  the  toll-gates  and  receive  the  tolls,  after 
he  has  been  satisfied  the  mortgage  debt,  with  interest  and  costs.  Sect.  74  directs  that 
some  one  of  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road,  or  the  clerk  to  such  trustee^  may  be  sued 
instead  of  the  trustees ;  with  a  proviso  that  every  such  defendant  shall  be  reimbursed, 
out  of  the  turnpike  funds,  all  such  costs,  charges  and  expenses  as  he  shall  be  put  to  or 
become  chargeable  with  or  liable  to,  by  reason  of  his  being  so  made  defendant. 

Plaintifi)  executor  of  a  mortgagee  of  turnpike  tolls,  brought  ejectment  to  pecorer  the 
toll-gates ;  making  the  keepers  of  the  toll-gates  defendants  to  the  writ.  J.,  a  trustee  at 
the  road,  thereupon  obtained  leave  to  defend  as  landlord.  Plaintiff  was  nonsuited,  and 
defendants  signed  judgment  for  their  costs,  and  took  plaintiff  in  executiop  on  a  ca.  sa. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  obtained  by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  the  judgment  and  execution, 
that  defendants  were  entitled  to  their  costs.  That,  assuming  that  stat.  4  Jac.  1.  e,  3.  s,  2. 
makes  it  a  condition  to  a  defendant's  right  to  costs,  when  the  plaintiff  is  nonsuited,  that 
the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  would,  in  the  particular  action,  have  been  entitled  to  costs,  the 
case  was  within  the  statute ;  sect.  48  of  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  120.  implying  that  plaintifi^  if 
successful,  would  have  recovered  his  costs,  even  if  J,  would,  by  sect.  74,  have  been 
exempted  from  personal  liability  to  pay  them ;  and,  t/.'s  co-defendants  not  being;  in  any 
view  of  the  ca.*!e,  exempt  from  such  liability. 

Qu(tre,  whether  stat.  4  Jac.  1.  r.  3.  «.  2.  does  not  give  costs  to  defendants,  where 
plaintiflfs  are  nonsuited,  in  all  actions  in  which,  in  general,  successful  plaintifls  would  be 
entitled  to  costs. 

Qiutre,  also,  whether,  had  plaintiff  succeeded,  J.  would  have  been  exempted,  by  stat 
3  G,  4.  c.  120. .'.  74.,  from  personal  liability  to  pay  plaintiff's  coits. 
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afterwards  obtained  an  order  to  defend  as  landlord ;  he        i860, 
being  one  of  the  trustees  of  the  said  turnpike  road.    At       Cobbett 
the  trial,  at  the  Surrey  Spring  Assizes,  1856,  the  plaintiff     -^V^heblbr 
was   nonsuited  for  want  of  evidence  of    title   by  the 
production  of  the  mortgage  deeds  or  otherwise.     The 
defendants  signed  judgment  in  the  usual  way,  on  26th 
Aprils  1856,  and  taxed  their  costs  and  issued  a  ca.  sa., 
on  which  the  plaintiff  was  taken  in  execution  on  Uth 
Jubff  1856,  and  had  remained  in  custody  ever  since. 

Lush  now  shewed  cause.     The  plaintiff,  in  support  of 
ib^  rule,  can  rely  only  on  the  language  of  stat.  4  Jac.  1. 
c.   S.  $.  2.,  which  enacts  that,  **  in  any  action,  bill  or  plaint 
of    trespass,  or  ejectione  firmse,  or  any  other  action  what- 
ever, wherein  the  plaintiff  or  demandant  might  have 
5t8  (if  in  case  judgment  should  be  given  for  him),**  if 
*^   ^Klie  plaintiff  or  plaintiffs,  demandant  or  demandants, 
ir^     any  such  action,Jbill  or  plaint,  after  appearance  of  the 
d^  ifendant  or  defendants,  be  nonsuited,"  '*  the  defendant 
i^v=^  «i  defendants"  *' shall  have  judgment  to  recover  his 
c^>^8  against  every  such  plaintiff  and  plaintiffs,  demandant 
^■^d  demandants."   He  must  contend  that  this  enactment 
tl-o^s  not  entitle  the  present  defendants  to  costs  because 
toe  defendant  Jenkyns,  as  a  trustee  of  a  turnpike  road, 
^^ould  not   have   been   personally  liable    to  costs  had 
judgment  been  given  for  the  plaintiff.     It  is  enacted,  no 
Aoobtjby  Stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s.  74., "  That  the  trustees" 
**  of  every  turnpike  road  may"  *'  be  sued  in  the  name" 
**of  any  one  of  such  trustees"  "  or  of  their  clerk*'  "  for  the 
lime  being :"  "  Provided  always,  that  every  such  trustee** 
or  "clerk"  "shall  be  reimbursed  and  paid  out  of  the 
monies  belonging  to  the  turnpike  road  for  which  he" 
"shall  act,  all  such  costs,  charges  and  expenses  as  he" 
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1860.  '^  shall  be  pat  unto^  or  become  chargeable  with,  or  liable 
CoBBSTT  '  to,  by  reason  of  his"  "  being'*  *'made"  "defendant." 
Wheeler.  ^^^^  section,  however,  refers  to  actions  brought  against 
some  one  trustee,  or  the  clerk  of  the  trustees,  of  a  turn- 
pike road,  as  a  nominal  defendant  representing  the  whole 
body  of  trustees;  and  does  not  apply  to  the  present 
action,  an  ordinary  action  of  ejectment,  not  brought  in 
the  first  instance  tLgainst  JetikyTis,  and  to  which  he  became 
a  party  only  by  his  own  act  in  obtaining  leave  to  defend 
as  landlord  of  the  other  defendants.  [The  plaintiff  in 
person  here  referred  to  Wormwell  v.  Ilaihtane  (a).]  In 
that  case  the  defendant  was  the  clerk  to  the  trustees  of 
a  turnpike  road,  sued,  as  such,  under  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126. 
8. 74. ;  and  it  was  held  that  execution  could  not  be  levied 
upon  his  personal  goods,  because  the  effect  of  that  enact- 
ment was  to  make  him  a  nominal  defendant  only.  The 
present  is  not  an  action  of  that  description.  Had 
Jenkyns  not  been  let  in  to  defend,  tt^  defendants  origi- 
nally sued  would  clearly  have  been  liable  to  costs,  not- 
withstanding the  statute,  if  the  plaintiff  had  recovered ; 
and /enAyn^,  after  voluntarily  coming  in  to  defend,  stood 
in  no  better  position  than  they.  Under  the  old  practice 
he  would  have  made  himself  liable  to  costs  by  entering 
into  the  consent  rule ;  and  by  The  Common  Law  Pro- 
cedure Act,  1852, 15  &  16  Vict  c.  76.  ss.  185,  186,  the 
costs  of  an  ejectment  follow  the  judgment  ^\  Even 
assuming,  however,  that  the  plaintiff,  if  successful,  would 
have  been  deprived  of  costs  as  against  •TciiAyn^,  the  defen- 

(a)  6  Biriff.  668. 

(b)  The  case  where  both  parties  appear  at  the  trial  and  the  plaintiff 
is  nonsuited,  is  not  provided  for  by  the  Act ;  but  rule  29  of  the  Pleading 
Kules,  Hit.  T.  18^3,  entitles  the  defendant  in  such  a  case  to  judgment 
for  his  costs. 
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dants  are,  nevertheless,  now  entitled  to  their  costs  as        }S60. 

^instthe  plaintiff.     Stat.  4Jac.  1.  c.  3.  s.  2.  relates  to      Cobbrtt 

the  class  of  actions  in  which,  in  general,  the  plaintiffs     -^^^^^ 

irould  be  entitled  to  recover  costs ;  not  to  any  particular 

Action  the  individual  plaintiff  in  which  would  be  entitled 

^o  c:«8ts  against  the  individual  defendant.     The  Statute 

o^  Glmicester  (6  Ed.  1.  c.  1.  s.  2.)  having  given  costs  to 

^   ^xaccessful  demandant  in  ejectment,  and  stat.  23  H.  8. 

^'^     1  £.  having  given  a  defendant  costs  upon  the  nonsuit  of 

^^^    plaintiff  in  actions  of  debt,  trespass  upon  the  case, 

^^'^^nne,  account,  &c.,  the  object  of  the  statute  of  James 

to  put  on  the  same  footing  actions  of  trespass  and  ac- 

I  of  ejectione  firmae,  and  many  other  actions  real  and 

I^^^»^3Bonal  which,  as  the  preamble  to  sect  2  recites,  were 

"^^irithin  the  same  mischief  as  the  said  other  actions  were 

^^    '•.he  common  law,  and  yet  were  omitted  out  of  the  provi- 

^^oxi  or  Stat  23  H.  8.  c.  15.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  eject- 

**^^iit  is  one  of  the  class  of  actions  in  which,  in  general, 

^     Successful  plaintiff  is  entitled   to  costs,   the  statute 

^^^  mfames  makes  him  liable  to  costs  if  unsuccessful    Stat. 

^     Cj.4.  c.  126.,  by  sects.  47  and  48,  assumes  the  right  of 

*    xnottgagee  to  recover  the  toll-gates  in  ejectment,  and  to 

■^^^^p  possession  of  them  and  receive  the  tolls,  until  he 

^^^11  have  received  the  full  sum  due  on  his  mortgage, 

'^^ith  interest  and  coits ;  the  latter  section  rendering  him 

■iaWe  to  a  penalty  if  he  retains  such  possession  longer 

tlian  is  necessary  for  that  purpose.     There  is  nothing  in 

*^«  Act  to  restrict  his  right  to  costs  in  any  case.     The 

P>"e8ent  plaintiff,  therefore,  who  sues  as  the  executor  of 

^  t&ortgagee,  is  a  plaintiff  who,  within  the  plain  meaning 

<>f  Stat  4  Jac.  1.  c.  3.  *.  2.,  "  might  have"  had  "  costs,  if 

*o  Case  judgment  should**  have  been  "given  for  him." 

^y  atat  7  &  8  C  4.  c.  24.  s.  3.  it  is  enacted  that  execu- 
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1860.  tion  shall  uot  ^^  issue  against  the  goods  and  chattels  of 
CoBBBTT  "  *°y  trustee"  of  a  turnpike-road,  "  by  reason  of  his  having 
acted  as  such  trustee,  or  having  signed  or  authorized  or 
directed  any  contract  or  security  to  be  entered  into 
relating  to  any  such  road>  unless  in  such  contract  or 
security  such  trustee  shall  have  in  express  words  ren* 
dered  himself  so  personally  liable.**  That  enactment, 
however,  cannot  apply  to  the  case  of  a  trustee  coming  in 
voluntarily  to  defend  an  action  of  ejectment ;  and,  even 
if  it  did,  would  not  prevent  a  successful  plaintiff  fix>m 
recovering  his  costs,  though  it  would  preclude  him  from 
enforcing  his  right  to  them  against  the  individual 
trustee.     (He  was  then  stopped.) 

The  plaintiff,  in  person,  contra.  Stat  4  Jac.  1.  c.  8. 
«.  2.  gives  defendants  costs  against  a  nonsuited  plaintiff 
odly  in  cases  where  the  plaintiff,  had  he  succeeded^ 
would  have  had  costs  against  each  particular  defendant* 
And  fVarmtcell  v.  Haihtone{a)  shewsthat  I  should  not, 
if  successful,  have  been  entided  to  costs  against  the 
defendant  Jenkyns. 

CocRBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged.  The  question  is,  whether  the  case 
falls  within  stat.  4  Jac.  1.  c.  3.  s.  2.  And  the  first  point 
is,  whether  the  words  of  that  enactment,  "  Any"  "  action 
whatsoever,  wherein  the  plaintiff  or  demandant  might 
have  costs  (if  in  case  judgment  should  be  given  for  him),** 
are  meant  to  apply  to  the  general  class  of  actions  in 
which  a  plaintiff,  if  successful,  gets  his  costs ;  or  to  each 
particular  action  only,  in  which,  under  the  particular 
circumstances  of  the  case,  the  plaintiff  would  be  entitled 
to  costs.  I  think  it  is  a  very  grave  question  whether 
Mr.  Lushes  is  not  the  proper  construction  of  the  statute. 

(a)  C  Bitig.  6C& 
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But  I  will  assume,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argument,        j^go. 
that  the  plaintiff's  is  the  true  construction ;  and  that  it      oobbett 
is  a  condition  to  the  liability,  under  the  statute^  of  a 
nonsuited  plaintiff  to  pay  costs,  that  the  defendant  in 
the  particular  action  would  have  been  liable  to  pay  costs 
if  defeated.    The  question  then  arises,  whether  immunity 
against  costs  would  have  been  given  to  the  present  de- 
fendants, if  defeated,  by  The  General  Turnpike  Act, 
3  G.  4*  c.  126.  s.  74. :  upon  w^ich,  and  upon  fVormweU 
V.  HaiUtime(a)  decided  under  it,   Mr.    Cobbett  relies. 
Had  it  been  necessary  in  the  present  case  to  determine 
what  18  the  effect  of  that  enactment,    I   should   have 
vrished  to  review  that  decision ;  for,  as  at  present  advised, 
it    appears  to  me  that  when  the  statute,  after  giving  a 
ri^tt  of  action  against  a  nominal  defendant,  as  repre- 
aerating  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road,  goes  on   to 
pi:'^>'vide  that  such  a  defendant  shall  be  reimbursed,  out  of 
tl^o  funds  belonging  to  the  road,  all  such  costs,  charges, 
Bi^d  expenses  as  he  shall  be  put  to,  or  become  charge- 
9Xj\e  with  or  liable  to,  by  reason  of  his  being  made 
defendant,  the  effect  is  not  to  dispossess  the  adverse 
P^ity,  the. plaintiff,  of  his  right  to  execution  against  the 
defendant,  but  merely  to  give  the  latter,  after  payment 
of  the  damages  and  costs  recovered  against  him,  a  right 
to  compensation  out  of  the  corporate  funds  of  the  body 
^hich  he  has  represented  in  the  action.     It  is  not,  how- 
ever, necessary  to  decide  that  question  here.     Making 
the  further  assumption,  for  the  purposes  of  the  argu- 
iDeDt,that  WormtDells.Haihtoneijx)  was  rightly  decided, 
we  have  still  to  consider  the  language  of  the  statute  of 
Jame$.    Making  every  assumption  in  favour  of  the  plain- 
tiff, the  question  comes  back  to  this ;  whether  the  action 

(a)  6i?iw^.668. 
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1860.  is  one  in  which  he  might  have  had  costs  if  jodgment 
CoBBETT  had  been  given  for  him:  for,  if  so,  he,  being  nonsuited, 
Whiblkb.  ^^  liable  to  costs  under  stat,  4  Jac.  1.  c.  3.  «.  2.  Now 
it  is  clear  that  the  plaintiff,  had  he  succeeded  in  the 
action,*  might  have  had  costs.  Stat  3  G.  4.  c.  126. 
contains  a  special  provision,  in  sect  48,  from  which  it  is 
plain  that  the  Legislature  intended  a  mortgagee  of  tolls 
to  recover,  in  ejectment,  not  his  debt  and  interest  only, 
but  costs  also ;  inasmuch  as  he  is  thereby  rendered  liable 
*  to  a  penalty  only  in  case  he  keeps  possession  of  the  toll- 
gates  and  receives  the  tolls  longer  than  is  necessary  to 
satisfy  him  his  principal  with  interest  and  costs.  The 
case,  then,  falls  within  stat  4  Jac.  I.  c.  3.  «•  2.,  even  if 
that  statute  is  construed  in  the  restricted  sense  of  its 
applying  to  particular  actions  only,  in  which  the  individual 
plaintiff  would,  if  successful,  have  been  entitled  to  coats ; 
for  Mr.  Cobbetty  if  successful,  would  have  been  so  entitled 
under  Stat  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s.  48.,  and  could  have  enforced 
his  right  by  the  specific  mode  of  taking  possession  of  the 
toll-gates  and  receiving  the  tolls.  Another  very  seriooa 
difficulty  stands  in  the  plaintifTs  way,  which  has  hardly 
been  sufficiently  referred  to ;  namely,  that,  in  addition 
to  Jenkyns,  a  trustee  of  the  road,  the  keepers  of  the  toQ- 
gates  are  also  defendants ;  and  that  there  is  no  pretence 
for  saying  that  they,  at  all  events,  would  not  have  been 
liable  to  pay  the  plaintiffs  costs,  had  he  succeeded. 
Either  stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s.  48.  is  an  answer  to  the 
plaintiff's  contention,  or,  if  it  is  not,  the  fact  that 
several  of  the  defendants  would  have  enjoyed  no  immu- 
nity from  costs,  if  defeated  in  the  action,  is  as  complete 
an  answer. 

(WiQHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 
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Hnx  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  argument 
of  the  plaintiff  is,  that  a  plaintiff  who  is  nonsuited  is 
liable  to  costs  only  if  the  particular  action  be  one  in 
which  he  would,  if  successful,  have  recovered  costs. 
Assuming  (which  I  by  no  means  admit)  that  that  is  the 
proper  construction  of  the  statute  of  James,  the  plaintiff 
must  still  fail;  because,  had  he  succeeded,  he  would 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  both  damages  and  costs. 


1860. 


COBBETT 
V. 

Wheeuer. 


Blackburn  J.  concurred. 


Rule  discharged. 


The  HuNGERFOBD  MARKET  Company  against  The  Tuesday, 
Cmr  Steamboat  Company  (Limited).  ^^Jj!^ 

THIS  was  an  action  brought  fo"  the  recovery  of  tolls  a  Companv 
payable  for  and  in  respect  of  passengers  embarked  gSSte\o  talw 

tolls  in  return 
for  a  public 
wnce  18  not  bound,  independently  of  express  enactment,  to  exact  the  same  tolls  from 
^  penons  alike ;  but  is  at  liberty  to  remit  the  tolls,  or  any  portion  of  them,  to  particular 
P^jjwui,  at  its  pleasure  and  discretion. 

«*»t  11  (r.  i,  r.  Ixx.,  by  which  plaintiffs,  a  market  Company,  were  incorporated,  by 
"^  76  empowered  them  to  take  from  the  master  of  any  steamboat  "  in  respect  of  every 
ptnenger  landing  on  or  embarking  from  the  wharf  or  causeway"  authorizcKl  by  the  Act 
*^made,  "the  *  "  tolls'*  •*  which  '  should  "  at  any  time  or  from  time  to  time  be  fixed 
*J«|ipointed  bjr**  plaintifib,  not  exceeding  2d,  for  each  passenger.  A  subsequent  Act, 
J»  7  Jr.  4.  e,  cxxxiii.,  incorporating  another  Company  for  the  purpose  of  building  a 
"JWge  from  plaintifia'  market  over  the  Thames^  bv  sect.  53  authorized  plaintifik  to  levy 
^  nme  toDs  for  passengers  landing  on  or  embarking  from  the  nortnem  pier  of  the 
"rtwided  bridge  which  stat  11  ^.4.  r.  Ixx.  5.  76.  had  empowered  them  to  levy.  And 
DyBeck  125  it  was  enacted,  that  "  the  tolls  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of"  the  "  Act  should 
«t  an  times  be  charged  equally,'*  and  that  every  '•  reduction  or  advance  of"  them  should 
"extend  to  all  persons  wnatever  using  the  said  bridge." 

PIainti£&,  after  the  bridge  had  been  built,  fixed  and  appointed  the  toll  to  be  received 
"under  the  76th  clause  of  their  "  Act  of  incorporation,  from  the  master  of  every  steam- 
tost**  "in  respect  of  every  passenger  landing  on  or  embarking  from"  the  northern  pier,  at 
2i,  Bnt  by  agreement  with  defendants,  a  steamboat  Company,  they  charged  defendants 
»toll  of  1«.  4a.  per  100  of  their  passengers ;  and,  by  agreement  with  another  steamboat 
Company,  charged  that  Company  a  lower  toll  of  \d.  per  dozen  of  their  passengers. 
Pawengers  landing  on  or  embarking  from  the  northern  pier  from  or  on  to  steamboats 
Qied  no  other  portion  of  the  bridge  than  the  nopthem  pier,  which  abutted  on  plaintifife' 
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1860. 


hunoervord 

Market 

Company 

r. 

City 

Steamboat 

Companj. 

Plaintiffs 
having 
brought  this 
action  to  re- 
cover from 
defendants 
arrears  of  toll 
for  passengers 
at  tne  rate 
agreed  upon 
with  defend- 
ants: held, 
that  pUintiffii 
were  entitled 
to  recoyer  the 
full  amount. 


and  disembarked  from  and  on  a  float  of  the  plfdnltflis, 
attached  to  the  northern  pier  of  the  Charing  CrasM 
Bridge^  on  to,  and  from  steam  vessels  belonging  to  the 
defendants. 

By  consent,  and  by  order  of  Blackburn  J.,  the  follow- 
ing case  was  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  without 
pleadings. 

The  piaintifis  are  The  Hungerford  Market  Company^ 
named  in  and  incorporated  by  stat  11  6r.  4.  c.  Ixx.,  a 
local  Act,  intituled  '^  An  Act  to  incorporate  certain  per- 
sons, to  be  calM  *  The  Hungerford  Market  Company, 
for  the  re-establishment  of  a  Market  for  the  sale  offish, 
poultry,  and  meat,  and  other  articles  of  general  con- 
sumption and  use,  and  for  other  purposes."    In  par- 

^  suance  of  that  Act  the  piaintifis  erected  and  built  the 

That  Stat.  *^ 

il(r.4. c.lxz.  new  market,  market  house,   shops,  wharft,  and  other 

8,  76w  was  not 

an  equality       hereditaments   thereby   authorized    to    be    made    and 

<^uiring  plain-  erected.     The  piaintifis  also,  pursuant    to    that  Act, 

the  fixed  ^  erected  and  made  the  wharf  or  causeway  by  that  Act 

^^?^fOT  ^h  authorized  to  be  so  erected  and  made. 

P*»««j«er ;  By  ^Q  7g^ij  section  of  that  Act  it  is  enacted,  "  That 

out  tnat  It 

directed  the       as  soon  as  the  said  new  market,  market  house,  shops, 
toll  to  be  fixed  ^^ 

and  apF|ointed    wharfs,  and  Other  hereditaments,  or  any  part  of  the 

merely  in 

order  that  the  same,  shall  be  erected,  made,  and  completed,  it  shall 

Kow^^e*  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  said  Company  and  theii^ 

S^roXbe  successors  to  have,  hold,  and  keep  the  said  Market  foi- 

pSmmI™?^  the  purposes  aforesaid,  from  thenceforth  for  ever,  upon 

^^Itlfl  every  day  in  the  year,  (except  Sunday^  Good  Friday, 

or  remit  the  and  Christmas  Day,)  and  also  by  themselves,  or   any 

toll,  if  it  ,  *  ** 

otherwise         of  their  collectors,  farmers,  officers,  or  servants,  to  ask, 

existed,  wholly 

untouched. 

That  in  the  absence  of  an  equality  clause  in  that  Act  such  right  did  exist,  and  was  not 

abrogated  by  stat.  6  &  7  ff.  4.  c.  cxxxiii.  s.  125.,  that  enactment  applying  <m\y  to  tolls 

taken  by  the  bridge  Company  for  the  use  of  the  bridge,  and  not  to  the  toDa  taken  by 

plaintiflfe. 
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demand,  recover,  receire,  and  take  of  and  from  all  and        I860. 
ofeiy  pereona  and  peraon  exposing  or  offering  for  sale  or  HuHosuomD 
selling  any  meat,  fish,  poultry,  vegetables,  fruit,  or  other      compwy 
provisions,  or  any  hay,  straw,  malt,  meal,  grain,  or  other        ^J^ 
oommodities  whatsoever,  or  who  shall  rent,  use,  or  hire     ^^^JJ^* 
Any  stall  or  standing  place  in   any  part  of  the  said 
market,  and  also  from  all  and  every  person  and  persons 
^vbo  shall  embark  or  land  from  or  upon  the  said  wharfs 
aojr  goods,  wares,  or  merchandises,  hay,  straw,   malt, 
meal,  grain,  meat,  fish,  poultry,   vegetables,  fruit,   or 
other  provisions  or  commodities,  (except  in  respect  of 
such  last  mentioned  articles  as  shall  be  landed  to  be  sold 
in  the  said  market,)  and  also  from  the  master  of  any 
steam  and  other  passage  boats  and  vessels  in  respect  of 
every  passenger  landing  on  or  embarking  firom  the  wharf 
or  causeway  by  this  Act  authorized   to  be  erected  or 
niade,  the  several  rents,  tolls,  stallages,  wharfages,  or 
sums  of  money  which  shall  at  any  time  or  firom  time  to 
^tne  be  fixed  and  appointed  by  the  said  (Company  or 
^b«b  successors,  or  by  their  directors,  to  be  paid  for  the 
SiMne^  according  to  but  not  exceeding  the  several  rents, 
^oVfl,  stallages,  wharfages,  or  sum  or  sums  of  money  men- 
tioned and  specified  in  the  second  and  third  schedules 
to  this  Act  annexed;  any  charter,  statute,  usage,  or  cus- 
tom to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise  notwithstanding." 
Hie  toll  or  snm  mentioned  and  specified  in  the  second 
^diedole  to  the  said  Act  annexed,  as  payable  in  respect 
^  pHsengers  landing  on  or  embarking  from  the  wharf 
<*  causeway,  is  thus  described   and    stated    therein, 
finiely,  **  On  steam  and  other  passage  boats  and  vessels, 
MCQiding  to  the  number  of  passengers  which  shall  land 
oa  or  embark  from  the  wharf  or  causeway,  at  and  after 
2  B  2 
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MAmUBT 

▼. 

City 

Stbamboat 

Company. 


I860.        the  rate  of  and  for  each  and  every  passenger,  2d.   Whid 
HmroxEfoRD    ^^'^  ^®  ^  P**^  ^7  ^^^  master  of  such  vessel.'* 

After  the  making  of  the  said  wharf  or  causeway,  slat 
6&  7  W.4.C.  cxxxiii.^  a  local  Act,  was  passed^  intitules 
*'An  Act  for  building  a  foot  bridge  over  the  rivei 
Thames  from  Hungerfcrd  Market  in  the  pariah  o 
Saint  Martin  in  the  Fields  in  the  connty  of  Middle§es 
to  the  opposite  shore  in  the  parish  of  Lambeth  in  the 
county  of  Surrey^  and  for  making  suitable  approacbei 
thereto."  Sect  53  of  that  Act  is  as  follows: — <*  Aim! 
whereas  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  Act  incorporating 
the  said  Hungerford  Market  Company''  (the  plaintiflb^ 
''  the  said  Company  are  authorized  and  empowered  tc 
receive  certain  tolls  for  or  in  respect  of  passengera  anc 
of  baggage  landing  on  or  embarking  from,  or  landed  or 
or  embarked  frt>m  the  wharf  or  causeway  of  the  aaii 
market:  And  whereas  it  is  in  contemplation  that  thi 
northern  pier  of  the  said  intended  bridge  shall  be  ana 
constitute  a  landing  place  for  passengers,  instead  of  c 
in  addition  to  the  said  wharf  or  causeway ;  be  it  thera 
fore  enacted,  that  it  shall  and  may  be  lawful  for  the  sai 
Hungerford  Market  Company  to  levy  and  receive,  for  « 
in  respect  of  each  passenger  and  all  baggage  embarkic 
or  disembarking  from,  or  landed  at  or  embarked  fw 
or  on  the  said  pier  or  landing  place,  or  any  float  attacbac 
thereto,  tolls  of  the  same  amount  as  the  HtrngafeTt 
ilfarA^  Company  arc  authorized  to  take  by  the  said  Ac( 
so  incorporating  the  said  Hungerford  Market  Company 
in  respect  of  passengers  embarking  or  disembarking,  and 
of  all  ba^age  landed  at  or  embarked  from  the  said 
wharf  or  causeway,  with  such  and  the  same  rights,  privi. 
leges,  powers,  authorities,  and  remedies  as  are  now  pos 
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fiessed  or  capable  of  being  exercised  by  the  said  Hunger-        i860. 
ford  Market  Company  in  respect  of  the  tolls  now  payable  Hu»oEBfom 
to  them  in  respect  of  their  said  wharf  or  causeway,  as  if      Habkst 
^e  said  pier  was  part  and  parcel  of  the  said  wharf:  ▼. 

J^rovided  always,  that  nothing  herein  contained  shall     Stkaxboat 
Authorize  or  empower,  or  be  deemed  or  construed  to  * 

Authcmze  and  empower,  the  landing,  embarking,  or  dis- 
embarking of  any  goods,  wares,  or  merchandize,  or 
^x^ides  of  trade  or  business,  at  the  aforesaid  pier  of  the 
^^d  intended  bridge,   without   the  special  consent  in 
^^"^^ting  of  the  said  Suspension  Foot  Bridge  Company." 
Xhe  bridge  authorized  by  that  Act  to  be  built  has 
^^een  so  built,  and  is  commonly  called  or  known  as  the 
Charing  Crass  Bridge.    The  northern  pier  of  the  said 
bridge  has,  by  means  of  a  float  attached  thereto  by  the 
plaintifis,  been  constituted  a  landing  place  for  passengers 
embarking  or  disembarking  from  and  on  the  said  float 

The  directors  of  The  Hungerford  Market  Company 
(the  plaintift),  after  the  said  pier  had  been  made  and 
float  attached,  namely,  on  17  th  May^  1859,  passed  the 
following  resolution :  ^*  Resolved,  that  the  amount  of  toll 
to  be  demanded,  received  and  recovered  by  this  Com* 
pany,  under  the  76th  clause  of  their  Act  of  incorpora- 
tion, from  the  master  of  every  steamboat  and  vessel,  in 
lespect  of  every  passenger  landing  on  or  embarking 
from  this  Company's  landing  place,  shall,  on  and  after 
the  1st  day  of  June  next,  be  the  sum  of  twopence;  but 
that  this  resolution  shall  be  subject  to  such  modifications 
^  may  have  been  agreed  on,  or  may  hereafter  be  agreed 
^P^^n,  in  any  particular  cases,  between  this  Company 
find  the  owners  or  proprietors  of  steamboats  or  vessels." 
And  the  said  directors  accordingly  fixed  and  appointed 
that  toll  to  be  paid  and  taken,  as  so  resolved  on. 
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the  rate  of  and  for  each  and  ey  een  the  plaintife 

toll  to  be  paid  by  the  master  •nts  should  pay  ^^ 

After  the  making  of  tb  embarking  from  *eir 

6  &  7  /r:  4.  c.  cxxxiii.  -^  5  »d  the  defetidanU 

«  An   Act  for  buU  ^  P^'^  the  plaintife^^^  - 

Thames    from     '  The  mte  of  tolls  charged  by         .  :: 

Saint  Martin  -^  ^y  the  defendants,  has   ^^^^  / 

to  the  oppr  '^   passengers,  to  1*.  4d.  pet  ^    ^ 

county  '         ^^^'*    '^  ^^^    ^^®'  ™^®  P^^^  ^y  ^^^ 
there^       *  *°^  *^  ''^^^  '^^^^  ^^®  payments  would  atn^^ 
wb     -^'^^  '*^^'*  ^  y®^"^'     '^'^^  ^^"^^^  charged  by  the 
'     Jj^ts  to  the  passengers  in  their  steamboats  are  ^^^^ve 

^^^  E>eing  only  Irf,  or  2r2.,  according  to  distance.    T^^-^^   -^ 
^'m  for  reduction  in  tolls,  made  by  the  dcfendai^      ^^ 
Aom  time  to  time,  was  based  upon  the  reductions  ma<^  "^^^ 
by  them  in  their  passengers*  fares.     It  was  also,  son^^^. 
years  ago,  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  and  The  Landt^^^ 
and  Westminster  Steamboat  Company,  who  have  alwa^-^^ 
paid  the  tolls  to  the  plaintiffs  for  their  passengers,  th»  ^^ 
the  plaintifiB,  instead  of  being  paid  2d.  for  each  pas -^^^ 
senger  embarked  or  disembarked  from  that  Company<^^^«^^ 
steam  vessels  from  and  on  the  said  float,  should  be  par -^^  ^^ 
by  the  said  Company  no  more  than  Id,  for  each  anc::*'-^^" 
every  dozen  passengers  embarked  or  disembarked  fro  ^:::^^w 
the  steam  vessels  of  the  said  Company  from  and  on  tf  — ^^ 
said  float.     The  rale  of  toll  charged  to  the  said  Con^^"^- 
pany  has  varied  from  4$.  2d.  per  100  passengers  to  1       ^ 
per  dozen  passengers,  and  this  lower  rate  of  toll  h.^3^ 
been  paid  by  that  Company  for  their  passengers,  an^ 
accepted  by  the  plaintifik  throughout  the  period  during 
which  the  tolls  claimed  in   this  action  were  incurred. 
The  fare  charged  by  The  London  and  Westminster  Steam- 
boat  Company    to    their  passengers   is   uniformly   Id., 
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he  the  distance    traversed.     The   fare 

"sengers  by  the  boats  of  the  defend- 

for  which  The  London  and  West- 

'uy  charge  \d,y  is  the  same. 

ae  tolls  payable  to  the  plaintifis 

"^*  fl^estminster  Steamboat  Company  to 

ossengers,  several  thousand^  of  passengers 

^  embarked   on   and   disembarked  from   the 

adants'  steam  vessels  from  and  on  the  said  float ; 

'HsI^  .for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  it  is  agreed  that  the 

plaintifls  are  proceeding  in  this  action  for  the  said  toll 

^^  li.  id,  per  100,  for  and  in  respect  of  only  10,000  of 

^^Um  having  so  embarked  and  disembarked. 

Hie  defendants  have  refused  to  pay,  and  dispute  their 
liabOity  to  pay,  the  said  toll  of  Is.  Ad.  per  100  passen- 
8en,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  are  charging  them 
^   greater  amount-  of  toll  than  they   charge   the  said 
'^mdon    and    JFestminster    Steamboat    Company;    the 
pliintiflB  so  charging  the  defendants  with  the  said  toll 
Oif  If.  4dl  for  each  and  every  100  passengers  so  em- 
iHsked  and  disembarked  on  and  from  the  defendants* 
▼esBels,  and  charging  the  said  London  and  West- 
Steamboat  Company  with  the  said  toll  of  Id., 
*Q«ily,  for  each  and  every  dozen  passengers  so  embarked 
Wid  disembarked  on  and  from  their  steam  vessels.     The 
defendants  dispute  their  liability  to  the  said  higher  toll, 
tmder  the   provisions  contained  in  the  125th   section 
of  Stat.  6  &  7   W.  4.  c.  cxxziii.,  which  enacts  as  fol- 
Vm& — "Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted, 
Alt  the  tolls  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  this  Act  shall  at 
ill  tunes  be  'chaif;ed  equally,  and  that  no  reduction  or 
adfsnce  in  the  sdd  tolls  shall  either  directly  or  indirectly 
be -made  partially  or  in  favour  of  any  particidar  person 
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Some  years  ago,  it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintifi 
HmoimFOftD  ^^^  ^^  defendants,  that  the  defendants  should  pay  the 
Company      ^^^'^  ^^'  ^^  passengers  landing  or  embarking  from  their 
Cm  "     s^^^^i^'^A^  ^^  ^^^  plaintifis'  float;  and  the  defendaota 
^O^"^'    have  accordingly  for  several  years  paid  the  plaintiflb  (he 
tolls  for  such  passengers.    The  rate  of  tolls  charged  by 
the  plaintifis,  and  paid  by  the  defendants,  has  varied 
from  4«.  2<2i  per  100   passengers,  to  \s.  4d.  per  100 
passengers,    which    is  the    last  rate  paid  by  the  de- 
fendants ;  and  at  this  rate  the  payments  would  amount 
to  about  400/«  a  year.     The  fares  charged  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  passengers  in  their  steamboats  are  very 
low,  being  only  Id,  or  2dl,  according  to  distance.     The 
claim  for  reduction  in  tolls,  made  by  the  defendants 
from  time  to  time,  was  based  upon  the  reductions  made 
by  them  in  their  passengers*  fares.     It  was  also,  some 
years  ago,  agreed  between  the  plaintifis  and  T^e  Limdom 
atui  Westminster  Steamboat  Company,  who  have  always 
paid  the  tolls  to  the  plaintifis  for  their  passengers^  that 
the  plaintifis,  instead  of  being  paid  2d.  for  each  pas- 
senger embarked  or  disembarked  from  that  Company's 
steam  vessels  from  and  on  the  said  float,  should  be  paid 
by  the  said  Company  no  more  than  Id.  for  each  and 
every  dozen  passengers  embarked  or  disembarked  from 
the  steam  vessels  of  the  said  Company  from  and  on  the    - 
said  float     The  rate  of  toll  charged  to  the  said  Com-^- 
pany  has  varied  from  4^.  2d.  per  100  passengers  to  Id. 
per  dozen  passengers,  and  this  lower  rate  of  toll  has 
been  paid  by  that  Company  for  their  passengers^  and 
accepted  by  the  plaintifis  throughout  the  period  daring 
which  the  tolls  claimed  in  this  action  were  incurred. 
The  fare  charged  by  The  London  and  Westminster  Steawt- 
boat   Company    to    their  passengers  is  uniformly  IJ., 
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whatever  may  be  the  distance  traversed.  The  fare 
elttiiged  to  the  passengers  by  the  boats  of  the  defend- 
ants^  tor  the  distances  for  which  The  I^antjbn  and  West- 
wnmtterSteambocd  Cbm/Muqr .< charge  l€f./is  the  same. 

Since  theiedaction'of  the  tolls  payable  to  the  plaintifis 
bj  The  lAmdimtmd  We&tmmter  Steamboat  Company  to 
lit  per  doaeen  passengers,  seyeral  thousand?  of  passengers 
bate  been  embarked  on  and  disembarked  from  the 
defendants'  steam:  vessels  from  and  on  the  said  float ; 
but,  £»  the  purposes  of  this  case.  It  is.  agreed  that  the 
plaintift  are  proceeding  in  this  action  for  the  aaid  toll 
<^  U.  id.  per  100,  for  and  in  respect  of  only  10,000  of 
than  having  so  embarked  and  disembarked. 

Hie  defendants  have  reftised  to  pay,  and  dispute  their 

liability  to  pay,  the  said  toll  of  Is.  Ad.  per  100  passen- 

S^n,  on  the  ground  that  the  plaintiffs  are  charging  them 

^  greater  amount,  of  toll  .than  they  cbaige  the  said 

-^^ncbfi    and    Westminster    Steamboat    Company;    the 

plaindfis  so. charging  the  defendants  with  the  said  toll 

^f  If.  4d..  for  each  and  every  100  passengers  so  em* 

^k«d  and  disembarked  on  and  from  the  defendants* 

^^m  vessels,  and  charging  the  said  London  and  West- 

^'^inster  Steamboat  Company  with  the  said  toll  of  Id., 

^y,  fiur  each  and  every  dozen  passengers  so  embarked 

^nd  disembarked  on  and  from  their  steam  vessels.     The 

^^^ndants  dispute  their  liability  to  the  said  higher  toll, 

^^der  the   provisions  contained  in  the  125th   section 

^f  Stat.  6  &  7   IV.  4.  c.  cxxziii.,  which  enacts  as  foU 

lows. — "Provided  always,  and  be  it  further  enacted, 

^at  the  tolb  to  be  taken  by  virtue  of  this  Act  shall  at 

^U  times  be  charged  equally,  and  that  no  reduction  or 

advance  in  the  said  tolls  shall  either  directly  or  indirectly 

^  made  partially  or  in  favour  of  any  particular  person 
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I860.        ^^  Company,  but  every  such  reductioa  or  advaace  of 

HmiQBEfOBi)   ^^^  ^^U  extend  to  all  persons  whomsoever  usuig  the 

0^^      said  bridge,  anything  to  the  contrary  thereof  in  anywise 

^         notwithstanding."  The  plaintifis  contend  that  that  enact- 

SnAMBOAT    ment  does  tiot  extend  to  the  tolls  in  question. 

The  tolls  in  question  are  in  no  way  claimed  for  or  in 
respect  of  persons  using  the  bridge ;  but  the  float  in 
question  is  attached  to  the  northern  pier  of  the  bridge, 
and  there  is  no  access  to  it  from  the  land,  except  by 
pasdng  over  and  along  the  northern  end  of  the  bridge 
to  the  pier,  a  distance  of  400  feet  or  more,  and  down 
steps,  forming  part  of  the  pier,  to  the  float  All  pecBons 
embarking  on  or  disembarking  from  the  defendants* 
steamboats,  at  the  float,  use  the  bridge  in  the  above 
manner  to  get  to  shore,  or  from  the  shore  to  the  steam- 
boats. 

The  plaintifis'  right  to  take  the  tolls  from  the  defend- 
ants was  admitted :  the  only  question  in  dispute  being, 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  plaintifis  are  bound  in  law  to 
charge  the  tolls  payable  for  steamboat  passengers  ^oaOy 
on  the  defendants'  Company  and  The  Landon  and 
Westminster  Steamboat  Company,  under  the  circumstances 
stated. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was?. 
Whether  the  plaintifib  were  so  bound.  If  the  Coor- 
should  be  of  opinion  in  the  negative,  judgment  was  to  b^ 
entered  for  the  plaintifis ;  if  in  the  affirmative,  for  th^ 
defendants. 

Liuh,  for  the  plaintifis.  There  is  nothing  in  either  « 
their  Acts  to  impose  on  the  plaintifis  the  obligation  m 
charging  a  uniform  toll  to  both  the  steamboat  Companie 
in  respect  of  their  passengers.     By  the  original  Acrt 
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11  G.  4.  e.  Ixx.,  sect  76,  the  plaintiffs  are  empowered  to        i860. 

charge,  in  respect  of  steamboat  passengers  landing  on  or  huhqkbiobd 

embarking  from  their  wharf  or  causeway,  the  tolls  "  which      oraipliny 

shall  at  any  time  or  from  time  to  time  be  fixed  and         ^* 

.appointed  by  the'*    plaintifis,    ''not    exceeding   the^    Stkamboa* 

vftTTipany 
^^  tolls^  specified  in  the  second  schedule  to  the  Act ;  t.^., 

vxot  exceeding  2d.  for  each  passenger.     Provided,  there* 

fore,  the  plaintiff  keep  within  that  limit,  they  may,  if 

zticj  think  fit,  charge  difierent  tolls  for  different  sets  of 

piasaengers.  [Cockburn  C.  J.     Does  not  the  direction  in 

the  statute  that  the  tolls  are  to  be  ''fixed  and  appointed** 

Boeni  to  imply  that  a  uniform  toll  for  all  persons  is  to 

l>e    £xed  ?]     The  only  object  of  that  direction  is  to  inform 

th^   public  what  the  toll  is,  and  to  let  them  see  that  it  is 

^o^    in  excess  of  the  amount  authorized  by  the  Act. 

^t^ere  could  be  no  objection  to  a  graduated  scale  of  tolls, 

^^iliin  the  maximum  limit,  for  different  classes  of  passen- 

B^x^     [Cockburn  C.  J.  Can  the  plaintiffs  first  publicly 

^3c     and  appoint  the  amount  of  toll,  and  then   make 

PHvate  bargains  with  different  steamboat  companies 

Varying  the  amount?    Hill  J.    If  so,  the  toll  is  fixed 

otilj  subject  to  some  future  private  bargain.     By  stat. 

^1  Cr.  4.  c.  Ixx.  8.  76.  the  toll  is  to  be  paid  in  respect  of 

^^ery  passenger  landing  or  embarking.]  The  toll  payable 

^n  respect  of  each  passenger  is  that  which  the  plaintifis 

choose  to  demand  in  respect  of  him.     The  effect  of 

^ct  53  of  the  later  Act,  6  &  7   JV.  A.  c.  cxxxiii.,  is 

Merely  to  give  the  plaintiffs  the  same  right  to  levy  toll  in 

Respect  of  steamboat  passengers  at  the  plaintiffs'  landing 

float,  which  they  had,  under  the  original  Act,  at  their 

wharf.     Both  Acts  are  alike  silent  as  to  any  necessity  for 

the  plaintiffs  to  charge  one  and  the  same  toll  for  every 

such  passenger.     The  other  side  will  rely  on  sect.  125 
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I860.        ^  ^^^'  6  &  7  W.  ^.  c.  cxxziii.     But  that  section  b  in 

HuxosBYOKo    terms  restricted  to  the  tolls  to  be  charged  to  persons 

SmjM^      using  the  bridge,  and  must  be  read  in  connection  with 

^^        sects.  122,  123  and  124,  which  also  relate  to  snch  tolls 

tauMBOAT    exclusively.     Those  tolls  are  not  levied  by  the  plaintiflb, 

but  by  The  Hungerford  Bridge  Company,  The  omiasicm  of 

the  Legislature  to  enact  an  equality  clause  with  leferenoe 

to  the  tolls  to  be  charged  for  the  use  of  the  landii^  float 

by  the  plaintifis,  The  Hungerford  Market  Company,  fiir- 

nishes  a  strong  argument  that  it  was  not  their  intention 

to  enforce  the  same  uniformity  of  charge  in  respect  of 

such  tolls.    It  must  also  be  remembered  that  these  toDs 

are  taken  by  the  plaintiffi  by  virtue  of  the  earlier  Act ; 

whereas  the  tolls  to  which  sect.   125  of  the  later  Act 

refers  were  first  imposed  by  that  Act 

J.  Brown,  for  the  defendants.  Stat.  6  &  7  W.  ^. 
c.  cxxxiii.  applies,  in  terms,  to  ^*  the  tolls  to  be  taken 
by  virtue  of"  that  Act ;  and  that  the  tolls  taken  by  the 
plaintiffs  in  respect  of  the  use  by  steamboat  passengers 
of  the  landing  float  are  such  tolls  is  shewn  by  sect.  53» 
which  first  empowered  the  plaintiffis  to  levy  them ;  the 
earlier  Act  making  tolls  payable  in  respect  of  the  use  of 
the  plaintifis'  market  and  wharf  only.  It  is  the  usual 
practice  to  introduce  an  equality  clause  into  Acts  of 
Parliament  empowering  Companies  to  levy  tolls  upon 
the  public ;  and  if  there  is  any  room  for  doubt  as  to  the 
extent  of  the  powers  so  conferred,  the  construction  of 
the  Act  most  beneficial  to  the  public  ought  to  be 
adopted;  Stockton  and  Darlington  Baihoay  Compamg 
V.  Barrett  (a),  Stourbridge  Canal  Company^.  lfheeley{b). 

(a)  8  8c,  N.  B.  641.  (b)  2B.fJd.792. 
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Anamingy  however,  that  the  plaintifis  take  these  tolls        isqq, 

by  virtue  of  the  earlier  Act  and  not  of  the  later,  there  huhoibioed 

is  enough  in  the  earlier  Act,  though  it  does  not  contain 

An  express  equality  clause,  to  impose  on  them  the  duty 

of  charging  a  fixed  toll  to  all  persons  alike.     Sect.  76 

empowered  them  to  charge,  in  respect  of  every  passenger 

'ending  on  or  embarking  from  the  wharf  or  causeway 

^mborized  by  sect.  69  to  be  made,  the  tolls  to  be  firom 

^ivne  to  time  fixed  and  appointed  by  the  plaintifis  to  be 

P^d  for  the  same ;  by  which  must  have  been  intended 

fi^xed  and  uniform  tolls  payable  by  or  for  every  passenger 

^like.     Although  the  rate  of  toll  might  be  fixed  from 

^^vne  to  time,  there  were  not  to  be  difierent  rates  in 

^.aKistence  at  one  and  the  same  time.    If  the  plaintiffi 

^^^Ave  the  power  of  charging  all  but  one  fistvoured  steam- 

^>oat  Company  a  maximum  toll^  and  that  Company  a 

^€^11  of  a  nominal  amount,  they  can  practically  give  the 

"fiavoured  Company  a  monopoly  of  the  use  of  the  pier, 

D^  charging  all  others  so  high  a  rate  of  toll  as  virtually 

^o  exclude  them  from  it  Although  no  decision  precisely 

^^   point  with  the  present  case  can  be  found,  Bex  v. 

^'f^nttees  of  the  Bury  and  StraUon  Bonds  {a)  is  very 

^<Udogous.    There,  the  trustees  of  a  turnpike  road  were 

Authorized  by  their  Act  to  take  at  each  and  every  of  the 

•^^eral  and  respective   turnpike  gates  erected  on  the 

^"^^ad  certain  specified  tolls.     By  another  section  it  was 

^^ade  lawful  for  them,  at  a  meeting  to  be  holden  for  that 

Purpose,  whereof  notice  in  writing  was  to  be  affixed  on 

^U  the  turnpike  gates  erected  on  the  road,  to  lessen  and 

^^^^duce,  and  again  to  raise  and  advance,  all  or  any  of  the 

^olls  thereby  granted;  and  such   tolls,  so  reduced  or 


(a)  4  5.  #C.361. 
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I860.       advanced,   were   to  be  collected  as  the  tolls    thereby 
HuiaxRroRD   granted.     It  was  held  that,  under  this  Act,  the  trustees 
Comwin"^      were  authorized  to  reduce  or  advance  any  one  of  the 
J'*  four  descriptions  of  tolls    at  all  the  gates,  but  not  to 

Stbamboat    reduce  or  advance  them  at  one  gate  and  not  at  another. 
Bayley  J.,  in  delivering  judgment,  said  : — **  It  seems  to 
me  to  be  quite  clear,  adverting  to  the  Act  of  Pariiament, 
that  the  power  to  reduce  the  tolls  is  only  to  reduce  them 
at  all  the  different  gates.    The  Act  imposes  four  descrip- 
tions of  tolls  to  be  taken  at  each  and  every  of  the  several 
and  respective  turnpike  or  toll  gates.    The  first  upon 
every  horse,  mule,  or  ass  drawing  any  description  of 
carriage ;  the  second  upon  the  same  class  of  animals  not 
drawing ;   the  third  upon  every  drove  of  oxen,  cows, 
calves,  &c. ;  the  fourth  upon  every  drove  of  hogs,  swine, 
&c.     It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  the  first  instance  there 
was  to  be  one  uniform  rate  of  tolls  at  all  the  gates. 
That  must  have  been  the  understanding  of  the  inhabi- 
tants near  the  road  at  the  time  when  they  consented  to 
have  the  turnpike  gates  erected.    Then  there  is  a  pro- 
vision for  reducing  and  advancing  all  or  any  of  the  tolls, 
and   that  provides  that  notice  of  the  meeting  of  the 
trustees  to  be  convened  for  that  purpose  shall  be  afl^ed 
on  all  the  toll  gates,  and  that  the  tolls  so  reduced  or 
advanced  arc  to  be  collected  as  the  tolls  thereby  granted. 
Now  I  think  that,  as  the  notice  is  to  be  fixed  upon  all 
the  gates,  and  as  the  toll  granted  by  the  Act  of  Parlia* 
ment  was  one  uniform  toll  to  be  collected  at  all  the 
gates,  the  Legislature  must  have  intended  to  give  the 
trustees  power  to  reduce  or  advance  all  the  tolls,  or  any 
one  of  the    four  descriptions  of  tolls   which   they  are 
authorized  by  the  former  clause  to  take  at  all  the  gates, 
but  that   they  did  not  intend  to  give  them  power  to 
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reduce  or  advance  the  tolls  at  one  gate  and  not  at        iqqq^ 

another.      I  think  if  they  had   intended   to  give  the  huhobbioed 

trostees  such  a  power,  they  would  have  introduced  an      Maekit 

oppress  clause  into  the  Act  of  Parliament  for  that  pur-         Citt 

Stbamboat] 
pose."     These  observations   are  strongly  in  favour  of     Company. 

tbe  defendants  in  the  present  case;  especially  as  the 
plaintifls  are  required,  by  stat.  11  6r.  4.  c.  Izx.  s.  80., 
to   <<  set  up  and  maintain  in  some  conspicuous  part  of 
the**  ^'market  a  table  of  tbe  tolls,  wharfage,  and  stallage  to 
l>e  taken  by  virtue  of  that  Act.     In  Lees  v.  The  Man- 
c^^Mier  and  Ashton  Canal  Company  (a)  the  defendants 
'^^^re  empowered  by  statute  to  take  rates,  not  exceeding 
^>   ttiaximnm  per  ton  per  mile,  upon  coal;  and  to  reduce 
t.lie  rates  at  a  general  meeting  of  their  proprietors  held 
^•fter  notice,  and  with  the  consent  of  a  majority  in  value 
of  such  proprietors.     The  defendants  made  a  contract, 
^^t  not  at  a  general  meeting,  whereby  they  agreed,  for 
^^rtain  considerations,  to  carry  coals  for  certain  indi- 
viduals at  a  lower  rate  than  that  fixed  ;  and  this  contract 
'^^as  held  to  be  illegal  and  void.      Lord  Ellenhorough 
^*    J.,  in  delivering  the  considered  judgment  of  the 
^ourt,  said : — **  The   public  have  an  interest  that  the 
^anal  shall  be  kept  up,  and  whatever  has  a  tendency  to 
^Hng  it  into  hazard  is  an  encroachment  upon  their  right 
^>^  it     They  have  also  an  interest  that  the  tolls  shall  be 
^qual  upon  all;  for  if  any  are  favoured,  the  inducement 
^o    the  Company  to  reduce  the  tolls,  generally^  below 
^be  statute  rate  is  diminished.      But  as  it  is  sufficient  in 
^his  case  to  say  that  this  bargain  is  not  binding  upon 
^he   Company  of  proprietors,  inasmuch  as  it  abridges 
^beir  rights  in  a  way  the  statutes  do  not  warrant,  it  is 
^^necegsary  lo  give  an  opinion  whether  it  so  interferes 

(a)  n  Ea«t.,  ^45. 
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1850.        ^^^^  ^^^  rights  of  the  public^  as  to  be  on  that  groancl 

HUXOBBFOED    ^^^  ^o'^'" 

Maxxbt 

Company 
^J-  Lush^  in  reply.     [The  Court  stated  that  they  were 

Stsavboat    agreed  in  his  favour,  on  the  point  that  stat.  6  &  7  ^4. 
OompttiiT* 

c.  cxxxiii.  5.  125.  did  not  apply  to  the  tolls  taken  by 

the  plaintiffs.]  There  is  no  analogy  between  the  pre- 
sent case  and  Rex  t.  TVuitees  of  the  Bttry  and  Strain 
ton  Roads  (a).  That  decision  turned  on  the  construction 
of  the  particular  turnpike  Act  involvedy  and  has  no 
general  application.  \Hill  J.  Turnpike  trustees  have 
power,  under  their  Acts,  to  compound  with  indmduak 
for  tolls.  Do  you  say  that  the  plaintiffs,  in  the  absence 
of  an  express  statutory  power  to  that  effect,  are  at  liberQr 
to  reduce  their  tolls  in  favour  of  particular  persoDB?] 
Yes,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  prohibition  in  their 
Act.  Stat  11  6r.  4.  c.  Ixx.  s.  76.  cannot  be  converted, 
by  any  ingenuity  of  argument,  into  an  equally  danee. 
A  direction  not  to  take  more  than  a  fixed  toll  in  respect 
of  each  passenger  is  not  equivalent  to  a  direction  not 
to  take  less  than  that  toll  in  respect  of  any  passenger. 
The  matter  therefore  stands  thus  :  that  the  Leg^atnre, 
having  imposed  no  equality  clause  by  that  Act  on  the 
plaintiffs,  by  the  later  Act,  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  cxxxiii.,  did 
impose  an  equality  clause  (sect  125)  on  The  Hunger* 
ford  Bridge  Company^  but  not  on  the  plaintiffs ;  thereby 
shewing  an  obvious  intention  to  leave  the  plaintiffs  as 
unfettered  in  this  respect  as  before. 

Cur.  ado.  vulL 


CocKBUBN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (ft).     The  facts  of  this  case  are  as  follows.     The 


(a)  4  5.  #  C  361. 


(6)  Coekhurh  G.  J.,  HiU  and  Bhcibum  Jt. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  379 

Humgerfcrd  Market  Company    were,  by   their  Act  of       ]S5o. 

incorporation,  1 1  6r.  4.  c.  Ixx.  (a),  empowered  to  take,  in  huhqibiobd 

respect  of  commodities  embarked  or  landed  at  a  wharf  to      comwm'^ 

be  erected  by  them  under  the  powers  of  the  Act,  as  also  ▼• 

from  the  masters  of  all  steamers  or  passage  boats  in  respect     Stbamboat 

Company, 
of  pasBengers  embarking  or  landing  at  such  wharf,  such 


tolls,  ifithin  the  maximum  specified  by  the  Act,  as  should 

at  aojr  time  or  from  time  to  time  be  fixed  and  appointed 

bj  the  (Company.  An  Act  was  subsequently  passed,  6  &  7 

W,  4.  c.  cxxxiii.,  for  building  a  foot  bridge  over  the  Thames 

from  JSungerford  Market     The  53rd  section  of  that  Act, 

after  reciting  the  foregoing  provision  of  The  Hungerford 

MarMset.  Actf   and   that  it  was  contemplated   that   the 

nortbem  pier  of  the  bridge  should  be  a  landing  place 

for  passengers,  instead  of,  or  in  addition  to,  the  wharf, 

empowered   The  Hungerford  Market  Company  to  levy 

sad  receive,  in  respect  of  all  passengers  and  baggage 

embarking  or  disembarking  at  the  said  pier  or  lauding 

plve,  or  any  float  attached  thereto,  the  same  tolls  as 

^7  were  empowered  to  take  at  their  wharf  under  the 

fonner  Act     The  bridge  having  been  built,  and  the 

QVtbem  pier  having  been  used  as  a  landing  place.  The 

Bu^gerford  Market  Company  have  fixed  and  appointed 

"^nte  of  tolls  to  be  paid,  conformably  to  the  require- 

oieDtof  Stat.  11  Cr.4.  c.  Ixx. :  but  they,  in  practice,  make 

*  distiDction  between  different  steamboat  Companies ; 

chngiDg  a  higher  rate  of  toll,  though  not  exceeding  the 

amount  fixed,  to  those  who  charge  a  higher  fare  to  pas- 

eogen,  and  a  proportionately  lower  toll  to  those  who 

ny  passengers  at  a  cheaper  rate ;  with  the  object,  as 

;y  allege,  of  encouraging  the  cheaper  rate  of  conveyance 

irder  to  attract  a  greater  number  of  passengers,  and 

(a)  Seci  70. 
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with  the  rights  of  the  public,  as 
also  void." 
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^ndants,  The 
.his  amiDgemcnt 
,  object,  contcndiog 
Lush,  in  reply.     [The  npany  are  bound  to 

agreed  in  his  favour,  o^  .  every  passenger,  ^^"*' 

c.  cxxxiii.  s,  125.  d'  .  for  ourdecision  is  t^'^c^  ^ 

the  plaintiffs.]     T  Company  are  under  this  oW*?.*' 

sent  case  and  ^/inion  that  they  are  not.    Tb^^^ 

ton  Roads  {a        .aer  of  the  local  Acts,  rendering  *^ 
of  the  p'     ^fie  Hungerford  Market  Company  to  cl'^^ 
genera^    ^  on  all  who  use  the  wharf  or  the  pier.      ^ 
pow    .t  J  {he  two  Acts  has,  it  is  true,  an  equality  clausci  ^'' 


^ 


II  IS  clear  that  this  clause  applies  only  to  tolls  tfll 


.cti 


v\A. 


,^  Jlie  Hungerford  Bridge  Company.     The  Act  is  sil^^ 
g^io  any  such  obligation,  on  the  part  of  The  Hungcrjf'^"'^ 
Marhet  Company ,  with  respect  to  any  tolls  taken  by  thc^ 
\Vc  were  at   first  struck   wiiii    the   arnrument   that, 
by  the  76lh  section  of  The  Hungerford  Market  Act  (•»  >^ 
the  tolls  authorized  to  be  taken  are  required  to  be  fiXf^^ 
and  appointed  by  the  Company,  a  toll  lower  than  thj^ 
so  fixed  and  appointed  could  not  be  properly  considerc^^ 
as  coming   within    the  terms  of  the  power.     But   vs'^^^ 
think  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  argument  was  given  b^^^^- 
the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  true  constru 
tion  of  the  chuisc  in  ({uestion  is,  that  the  tolls  must  b^^ 
fixed  and  appointed  in  order  to  communicate  to  the  publi  ^ 
or   persons  interested  the   inaxlinum   toll   they  can  he 
called  upon  to  pay;    leaving  the  right  of  the   Companr 
to  lower  or  remit  the  tolls,  iT  it  otherwise  exist,  wholly 
untouched.     We  have  therefore  to  consider  whether  a 
Company  entitled  fo  lake  tolls    in    return    for   public 


{(i)  Stat.  r»  &^^  7  W.  4.  r.  rxxxiii.  j».  12.\ 
I'M  11  G.A.r.  Ixx 
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s^rnce  is  bound,  independently  of  express  provision,        i860. 
^€>  e jcact  the  same  tolls  from  all  persons  alike,  or  is  at  Hukokbfoed 
libew^j,  if  so  minded,  to  remit  the  tolls,  or  any  portion 
o^   them,  to  particular  individuals  at  its  pleasure  and  dis« 
cjn^tion.     No  authority  has  been  adduced  for  the  former 
(^i^    lliese  propositions.     In  Lees  v.  The  Manchester  and 
j^^AdonCanal  Company  (a)  the  observations  of  Lord  Ellen-^ 
b^^r€mgh  go  no  further  than  to  shew  that,  on  grounds  of 
I>^2l>lic  policy,  it  may  be  desirable  that  such  an  obligation 
sl^ould  attach  to  the  power  of  a  public  Company  to  take  toll. 
'^^^t  authority  would  certainly  seem  to  be  required  to 
^^etc(1)li8h  a  proposition  directly  at  variance  with  the  well 
l^oown  axiom  that  everyone  is  at  liberty  to  renounce  a 
n^lit  established  in  his  favour.     The  power  to  take  the 
tolls  b  conferred  on  the  Company  in  consideration  of 
service  to  be  rendered,  and  accommodation  to  be  af- 
forded, to  the  public     If  the  service  be  rendered  and  the 
Accommodation  afforded^  the  obligation  of  the  (>ompany 
^  fulfilled.     If  it  omit  to  exact  the  toll  which  is  the 
consideration  for  the  service,  the   shareholders  would 
^^CQi  to  be  the  only  persons  who  can  have  a  right  to 
^^n^plain.      The  argument  sought  to  be  drawn  from 
the  fact  that  it  has  been  the  habit  of  the  Legislature  in 
Modern  times,  when  conferring  on  Companies  powers 
^  construct  great  public  works  and  to  take  tolls  in 
^^pect  of  them,  to  introduce  provisions  for  ensuring 
^'^tsuch  tolls  shall  be  levied  equally  on  all,  is  only 
^^%ilable  to  establish  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Legis- 
^ture,  it  is,  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  desirable  that 
^ia  equality  should  be  observed.      Such  express  enact- 
^ent  seems,  on  the  other  hand,  to  amount  to  a  legisla* 


Vol,  ni. 


(a)  11  East,  645. 
2  c 


B.    &   B. 
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thereby  to  increase  their  revenue.     The  defendants,  T%e 
City  Steamboat  Company,  who  under  this  arrangement 
are  called  upon  to  pay  the  higher  toll,  object,  contending 
that  The  Hungerford  Market   Company  are   bound   t<^ 
charge  an  equal  toll  in  respect  of  every  passenger,  with- 
out distinction.   The  question  for  our  decision  is  whethei 
The  Hungerford  Market  Company  are  under  this  obIiga> 
tion.     We  arc  of  opinion  that  they  are  not.     There  i 
no  clause  in  cither  of  the  local  Acts,  rendering  it  tl 
duty  of    Tlie  Hungerford  Market  Company  to   char 
equal  rates  on  all  who  use  the  wharf  or  the  pier, 
later  of  the  two  Acts  has,  it  is  true,  an  equality  clau8e(a        .^ 

but  it  is  clear  that  this  clause  applies  only  to  tolls  tak « 

by  The  Hungerford  Bridge  Company.     The  Act  is  sil^^r;^ 
as  to  any  such  obligation,  on  the  pnrt  of  The  Hungetf^'Smn^ 
Market  Company,  with  respect  (o  any  tolls  taken  by  th^i^^i.  ^ 
We  were  at   first  struck  with    the   argument   that^         ^ 
by  the  76ih  section  of  The  Hungerford  Market  Acfc       ^S) 
the  tolls  authorized  to  be  taken  are  required  to  be  fmsiced 
and  appointed  by  the  Company,  a  toll  lower  than    ^Snat 
so  fixed  and  appointed  could  not  be  properly  consideHrned 
as  coming  within   the  terms  of  the  power.     But      "^re 
think  a  sufficient  answer  to  this  argument  was  given       hy 

the  counsel  for  the  plaintiffs,  and  that  the  true  constrc *^ 

tion  of  the  clause  in  question  is,  that  the  tolls  must 
fixed  and  appointed  in  order  to  communicate  to  the  publ 
or  persons  interested  the  maximum  toll  they  can 
called  upon  to  pay;  leaving  the  right  of  the  Compan^^^^' 
to  lower  or  remit  the  tolls,  if  it  otherwise  exist,  whoH^^^^ 
untouched.  We  have  therefore  to  consider  whether  ^^^ 
Company  entitled  lo  take  tolls   in   return   for   public^^ 


be 


(a)  Stat.  6  &  7  W^.  4.  r.  cxxxiii.  9,  135. 
(h)  11  Cr.4.r,\xx. 
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service  is  bounds  independently  of  express  provision,  i860. 

to  exact  the  same  tolls  from  all  persons  alike,  or  is  at  Hukok&foed 

libertj^  if  so  minded,  to  remit  the  tolls,  or  any  portion  Company 

of  them,  to  particular  individuals  at  its  pleasure  and  dis«  qJ^ 

cretion.    No  aatbority  has  been  adduced  for  the  former  Stbamboat 

•^  Company. 

of  these  propositions.     In  Lees  v.  The  Manchester  and 

AMhUmCanal  Company  (a)  the  observations  of  Lord  Ellen* 
honntgh  go  no  further  than  to  shew  that,  on  grounds  of 
public  policy,  it  may  be  desirable  that  such  an  obligation 
should  attach  to  the  power  of  a  public  Company  to  take  toll. 
Yet  authority  would  certainly  seem  to  be  required  to 
^^tablish  a  proposition  directly  at  variance  with  the  well 
koown  axiom  that  everyone  is  at  liberty  to  renounce  a 
'^It  established  in  hb  favour.  The  power  to  take  the 
^Ik  b  conferred  on  the  Company  in  consideration  of 
^^X'vice  to  be  rendered,  and  accommodation  to  be  af- 
^rded,  to  the  public.  If  the  service  be  rendered  and  the 
'Accommodation  afforded,  the  obligation  of  the  (company 
^  fblfilled.  If  it  omit  to  exact  the  toll  which  is  the 
cotisideration  for  the  service,  the  shareholders  would 
^^em  to  be  the  only  persons  who  can  have  a  right  to 
^^mplain.  The  argument  sought  to  be  drawn  from 
^e  fact  that  it  has  been  the  habit  of  the  Legislature  in 
<>HK[era  times,  when  conferring  on  Companies  powers 
te  construct  great  public  works  and  to  take  tolls  in 
>^ttpect  of  them,  to  introduce  provisions  for  ensuring 
^hatsuch  toils  shall  be  levied  equally  on  all,  is  only 
^^ftilable  to  establish  that,  in  the  opinion  of  the  Legis- 
late, it  is,  as  a  matter  of  public  policy,  desirable  that 
^tt  equality  should  be  observed.  Such  express  enact- 
Q^t  seems,  on  the  other  hand,  to  amount  to  a  legisla* 


VOL.  ni. 


(a)  11  East,  645. 
2  c 


B.    &   B. 
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HvNGKRfOBD   ^^  ^^^  ^^"^  ^<>^  ^^^  nccessarily  imply  an  obligation  to 
exact  them  uniformly  from  all  persons  alike.     The  pow- 
ers of  TTie  Hungerford  Market  Company  were  conferred 
before   the   practice    of   introducing  what  are   called^ 
"  equality  clanses"  into  private  Acts  of  Parliament  had^ 
sprung  up.      The   Hungerford  Bridge  Act  appears  U^^ 
have  been  one  of  the  first  Acts  into  which  such  a  claus^^ 
was  introduced.     There  is  nothing,  therefore,  to  lei^^ 
us  to  suppose  that,  when  the  Hungerford  Market  A    ^ 
was  passed,  the  Legislature  had  adopted  the  view  * 
which  it  appears  since  to  have  acted.    At  all  events^  ^^_ 
omission  to  extend  the  provision   as   to  equality,   ^^^ 
prcssly  imposed  by  the  Hungerford  Bridge  Act  on     t  ^ 
Hungerford  Bridge  Company,  to  the  Hungerford  fffm^jCi 
(Company,  in  respect  of  the  tolls  which  the  latter  we?*  Mn 
by  that  Act  authorized  to  take,  is  strong  to  shew  tik  -^^ 
no  such  obligation  had  been  imposed    by   implicatic:^^^ 
by  the  Hungerford  Market  Company's  Act     No  suc^^^ 
obligation  having  been  imposed  by  the  original  tiungr^^ 
ford  Market  Company's  Act,  and  the  powers  given  ^^ 
this  Company  in  the  latter  Act   being  as  it  were  ^ 
substitution,  so  far  as  the  pier  was  concerned,  of  tho^^ 
given  by  their  own  Act,  it  may    have    been   deemc^^ 
unjust   to  impose  this  obligation  ex  post  facto  by  ttr^^^ 
subsequent  Act.  The  result  then  is  that,  in  our  opinio'^^ 
there  neither  arises  upon  these  Acts  of  Parliament,  n  ^^' 
exists  at  common  law,  any  obligation  on  this  Comparvf 
to  exact  uniform  tolls,  provided  they  keep  within  Obe 
amount    fixed  and   appointed  conformably  to  stat.  11 
G.  4.  e.  Ixx. ;   and  that,  consequently,  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  plaintifik 

Judgment  for  the  plaintifis. 
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SmitHj    appellant,    against    The    Overseers    of  Saturday, 

c%        ^r  r%  1  November  I7th, 

oT.  Michael,  Cambridge,  respondents.  Monday, 


#^^N  an  appeal  to  the  Cambridge  Borough    Quarter  Appellant,  dis- 

SessioDs  by  the  appellanty  against  a  poor  rate  for  stamps  at  a, 
the  parish  of  5*.  Michael^  in  that  borough,  made  on  15ih  ^^  ^b^L^ 
^^,  1859,  the  Sessions  stated  the  following  case  for  ^^^^b^' 
the  opinion  of  this  Court :—  J^SrCom- 

The  appellant  is,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  said  mUsionOTs  of 

^^  '  ®  Inland  Reve- 

rale  was,  the  tenant  of  the  house  No.  8,  Rose  Crescent,  nue  he  let  five 

•        ,  ,  principal 

in  the  parish  of  5'/.  Michael     The  rent  paid  by  him  to  rooms  and  a 
Charles  Claydan,  the  owner  of  the  house,  is  52/.  lOs.  house,  for  the 


use  of  the 
surveyor  of 


por  annum.     A  portion  of  the  house,  consisting  of  five 

of  the  principal  rooms  thereof,  is,  and  at  the  time  of  ^®oJector  of^ 

Inland  Reve- 

_^^  nue  for  C. 

-»y  the  aoreement,  possesaion  was  to  be  given  and  rent  to  commence  at  a  given  time, 

^^  appelant  waa  to  be  paid  **  the  annual  consideration  of  90/. ;  this  sum  to  include 

^   expenses,  namely,  rent,  rates,  taxes,   eas,  wood,  coals,  also  providing  a  trust- 

w-anliv  person  to  reside  on  the  premises,  to  Keep  clean,   light  fires,  and  attend  to  the 

^*tte/'    One  other  room  in  the  house  was  occupied  by  appellant  as  an  office  for  vending 

f^^V^pe  and  transacting  other  public  business  connected  with  his  duties  as  stamp  distri- 

"2**-    ^®  employed  an  assistant  in  this  room,  who  also  took  in  there  for  him  private 

^J^fits  for  printing,  which  he  executed  elsewhere.  The  remainder  of  the  house,  consisting 

^  two  Idtdiens  and  a  cellar  on  the  basement,  and  a  sitting  room  and  two  bedrooms  on 

^^  second  floor,  was  occupied  by  a  man  and  his  wife  and  daughter,  under  an  agreement 

by  which  appellant,  besides  allowing  him  to  live  rent  free,  paid  him  61.  lOs.  yearly  and 

^'Qad  hki  with  ccnbIs  and  candles ;  he  in  return  cleaning  the  rooms  and  lighting  the  fires. 

appellant  eidiausted,  annually,  the  whole  of  the  901.  payable  to  him  under  the  first 

''i^tioned  agreement,  with  the  exception  of  21.  lOs.,  in  paying  his  own  rent;  the 

^X{|eiises  of  coal,  fuel  and  gas ;   the  wages  of  the  man  before  mentioned ;   and  other 

incidsntal  expenses. 

On  a  case  stated  for  this  Court,  on  an  appeal  by  appellant  to  Sessions  against  a  poor- 

nte  for  C.  to  which  he  was  rated  on  the  full  annual  rateable  value  of  the  whole  house : 

field,  that  appellant  was  properly  rated ;  for  that  he  was  the  beneficial  occupier  of  the 

whole  house  in  his  capacity  as  a  subject.     That  the  five  rooms  and  closet  were  not  in  the 

separate  possession  of  the  revenue  officers ;  and  the  fact  that  appellant's  benefit,  in 

respect  of  that  part  of  the  house,  was  derived  from  payments  made  to  him  by  servants 

of  the  Crown  for  privileges  given  to  them  in  that  capacity,  did  not  exempt  him  from 

jateability :  and  that  the  room  occupied  by  appellant  himself  was  not  occupied  by  the 

Camik  tuongh  him  aa  its  servant. 

2  C  2 
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1860.  making  the  rate  was,  occupied  by  the  surveyor  of  Her 
Smith  Majesty's  taxes,  and  by  the  collector  of  Inland  ReTenue, 
Over^  of  "°^®^  ^^^  following  agreement :  — 
^CjMm^  "  CfliwftnVfye.— With  a  view  of  concentrating  all  the 
Inland  Revenue  Offices  in  Cambridge  in  one  centrmi 
building,  situate  and  being  No.  8,  in  Rote  CreMcent,  in 
the  parish  of  St.  Michael^  in  the  town  and  county  of 
Cambridge^  I,  Henry  Smith,  distributor  of  stamps  at 
Cambridge^  on  the  one  part,  do  hereby  covenant  and 
agree  to  let  to  the  Honourable  Board  of  Inland  Revenue 
five  rooms  and  a  closet  in  the  aforesaid  building,  for  the 
purposes  hereinafter  mentioned^  retaining  the  front 
shop  in  my  own  possession,  as  the  stamp  distributor's 
office ;  and  I,  Stephen  Roase,  collector  of  Inland  Revenue 
for  Cambridge  collection,  on  behalf  of  the  HonooraUe 
Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue,  on  the  other  part, 
do  hereby  agree  to  take  the  five  rooms  and  closet 
referred  to  above,  for  the  purposes  and  subject  to  the 
conditions  hereinafter  mentioned,  namely : — 

**  Ground  floor.  No,  1.  For  the  surveyor  of  taxes* 
office ;  being  the  first  room  as  you  enter  on  the  left  hand 
side,  with  a  closet  therein. 

^'Na  2.  For  the  Journal  office;  being  the  back 
room  on  the  same  floor. 

"First  floor.  No.  3.  For  the  collector's  public  receii^ing 
office ;  being  the  fi-ont  room,  with  a  closet  therein. 

"  No.  4.  For  the  collector's  private  office,  and  adj<MD- 
ing  the  public  office. 

"Second  floor.  No.  5.  For  the  surveyor  of  taxes* 
store  of  blank  forms;  being  immediately  on  the  right 
hand  on  the  upper  stairs,  with  a  closet  opposite  No*  5 
for  excise  stores,  &c. ;  and  also  the  general  use  of  the 
watercloset.     For  the  annual  consideration  of  90L ;  thb 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  885 

0tmni  to  include  all  expenses,  namely,  rent,  rates,  taxes^  1860. 

g^im^  wood,  coals,  also  providing  a  trustworthy  person  to  smith 

ude  on  the  premises  to  keep  clean,  light  fires,  and  oyeneen  of 


•cecndtothenme.  ^li^l^il 

^'Possession  to  be  given  and  rent  to  commence  on 
24^  <h  Marchf  1858;  such  rent  to  be  paid  half  yearly, 
xs^&nieiy,  on  29th  September^  Michaelmas,  and  on  25th 
^iSb^SsatrcA,  Lady  Day,  in  each  year.  As  witness  our  hands 
dm  is  24th  February,  1858. 

^' Henry  SmUh,  Distributor  of  Stamps  for  Cambridge. 

^*  Stephen  Boate,  Collector  of  Inland  Revenue,  on 

behalf  of  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue, 

London/' 

-Another  part  of  the  house,  consisting  of  one  room 

^'^Jy,  is,  and  at  the  time  of  making  the  rate  wai^  occupied 

"y   the  appellant  solely  and  exclusively,  with   the  ex- 

^^tion  hereinafter  stated,  as  an  office  for  the  vending 

^^  stamps  by  him  as  distributor  of  Stamps  for  the  Cam-- 

^^dffe  district,  and  for  the  transaction  of  public  business 

connected  with  his  office  of  distributor  of  stamps  for  the 

^id  district.     The  remainder  of  the  house,  consisting 

^^  two  kitchens  and  a  coal  cellar  in  the  basement,  and 

^bree  rooms  on  the  second  floor  (one  whereof  is  used  as 

*  sitting  room  and  the  other  two  as  bedrooms),  is  occu* 

pled  by  a  person  named  H^ood  and  his  family,  under  the 

^^^cumstances  hereinafter  stated.      The  appellant  has 

^K^ed  with   Wood  that   the  latter  shall  live  upon  the 

P^mises,   and  he   pays   Wood  61  10*.  yearly,  besides 

^■lowing  him  to  live  rent  free  and  finding  him  with  coals 

^nd  candles.     For  this  payment  and  allowance  Wood, 

^tose  family  consists  of  himself,  his  wife  and  daughter, 

^^eans  the  rooms  and  lights  the  fires,  and  he  has  the 

^^dusive  use  of  the  kitchens  and  of  two  of  the  said 
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]  860.  rooms  on  the  second  floor.  The  appellant  employs  sir 
Smith  assistant  in  his  office^  who  also  takes  in  orrders  under 
Oveneersof  ^'^^  advertisement  hereinafter  mentioned;  and  the 
^CAMBRrDoa^  appellant  is  paid  by  a  commission  on  the  stamps  sold 
by  him.  The  appellant  is  the  printer  of  The  Cambridge 
Independent  Press  newspaper,  published  in  Cambridge; 
and  carries  on  a  separate  and  distinct  business  as  a 
printer,  residing  in  a  house  on  the  Market  HiUy  where  the 
business  of  printing  and  publishing  the  said  newspaper  is 
carried  on,  and  where  he  carries  on  such  private  printing 
business.  In  the  said  newspaper,  published  on  2!st 
December^  1859,  and  on  subsequent  days,  there  appeared 
the  following  advertisement : — "  Printing  of  every 
description  economically,  expeditiously  and  neatly  exe- 
cuted, at  11,  Market  Hilly  and  8,  Rase  Crescent^  Cam- 
bridge,  where  all  orders  will  be  thankfully  received.*' 
Similar  advertisements  appeared  in  other  publications. 
The  No.  8,  Rose  Crescent,  mentioned  in  the  said  adver- 
tisement, is  the  house  in  question.  Previously  to  occu- 
pying the  said  house,  the  appellant  occupied  and  used, 
as  an  office  for  the  vending  of  stamps,  a  shop  in  a  house 
opposite,  for  which  he  paid  a  rent  of  14L  a  year ;  and 
no  abatement  was  made  in  the  amount  at  which  that 
house  was  rated,  on  account  of  such  part  thereof  being 
so  occupied. 

The  appellant  is  rated  to  the  house  duty  in  respect  of 
the  said  house. 

The  rent  of  90/.  per  annum  payable  to  the  appellant 
under  the  said  agreement  is,  with  the  exception  of 
21.  lOs.  per  annum,  exhausted  by  payments  made  by 
the  appellant  for  the  following  purposes,  that  is  to  say, 
the  said  rent  of  521.  lOs.  per  annum  to  the  said  Charles 
Clagdon ;  the  expenses  of  coal,  firewood  and  other  fuel,, 
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gBB»  wages  to  a  person  employed  to  reside  on  the  pre-  ig^Q^ 

I  in  order  to  take  care  of  the  same,  tenant^s  repairs,  g^^^ 

Lc3  other  incidenCal  expenses.  ,^_^  ^*      r 

■  ^         OrereeerBof 

The  appellant  is  rated  for  the  said  house  in  the  said  St.  Micbabl, 
r^  ^^  on  the  sum  of  A2L,  being  the  full  annual  rateable 
^^].«e  thereoft  after  making  the  deductions  required 
t>y     law, 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was« 
^^Mrlim  ether  the  appellant  was  liable  to  be  rated  in  the  said 
K-«a.c«9  b  respect  of  the  said  house  or  any  part  thereof. 

The  rate  was  to  be  affirmed  or  quashed  according  as 

^lia^  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  the  appellant  was 

or   ^as  not  liable  to  be  so  rated  in  respect  of  the  whole 

^>f*   the  house;  and  was  to  be  amended  if  the   Court 

should  be  of  opinion  that  he  was  liable  to  be  so  rated  in 

""^^pect  of  part  only  of  the  house. 

0*ilfa//^^  for  the  respondents.  The  appellant  is  liable 
^o  be  rated  as  the  beneficial  occupier  of  the  whole  of  the 
house.     No  part  of  the  house  is  in  the  exclusive  occupa- 
tion of  servants  of  the  Crown,  for  Crown  or  Government 
purposes.     It  is  a  private  house,  rented  by  the  appellant 
*®  a  private  person ;  he  deriving  a  profit  from  his  occu- 
pation of  the  whole.     It  is  true  that  that  profit  is  partly 
derived  from  the  payment  which  he  receives  from  the 
^^tomissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  for  the  five  rooms 
^^d   the  closet  which  are  used  by  the  surveyor  of  taxes 
'^^d  the  collector  of  Inland  Revenue.     Those  persons, 
*^owever,  are  merely  in  the  position  of  lodgers,  paying 
^^r  the  use  of  the  rooms  and  for  the  other  accommodation 
H.fforded  them  ;  and  no  legal  distinction  exists  between 
^)ie  profits  which  the  appellant  derives  from  them,  and 
tJiose  which  he  derives  otherwise  from  the  house.  [Black- 
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I860.        rooms  on  the  second  floor.     T*    f  side  will  contend  thai 
Smith        assistant  in  his  office,  who       demise  of  the  five  rooms 
ovo Jjors  of    ^l»e   advertisement    here?    ^.fa  effect ;  the  stipulation  thai 
^unB^^i   appellant  is  paid  by  a     ^^nt  and  other  outgoings,  and  to 
by  him.     Tlie  appe  ^^^^  person  to  reside  on  the  premises 
Independent  JVf  ^^j,^  g,^^^  displaces  such  a  construction, 
and  carries      'tcllani  is  not  entitled  to  exemption  from 
pnntcr,  re         respect  of  the  room  which  he  himself  oc- 
ousincF    y\'i^Q  purpose  of  distributing  stamps.  It  appears 
.'1^  cflse  that  he  also  takes  in  orders  tlicrc  in  the 
'  cy/*  Jii^  private  business  as  a  printer.     But,  assuming: 
Jihe  used  the  room  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of 
^cJing  stamps,  there  is  nothing  in  tlic  case  to  shew  that 
ffie  locality  is  essential  for  that  purpose.     The  room  is 
not  found  him  by  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue, 
nor  do  they  require  him  to  reside  there,  or  consider  tlie 
occupation  of  it  as  part  of  his  remuneration.     He   is 
paid  by  a  commission  on  the  stamps  which  he  sells ;  and 
this  he  receives  irrespectively  of  the  place  of  sale.    II o, 
therefore,  no  more  occupies  the  room  in  question  as  a 
servant  of  the  Oown,  than  a  stationer  who  is  licensed 
to  sell  stamps  in  his  private  shop  occupies  the   shop 
as  such  a  servant  ;  or,  indeed,  than  the  Attorney  General 
can  be  said  to  occupy  his  chambers  as  a  servant  of  the 
(Vown.     The  fact  that  the  Crown  docs  not  require  the 
appellant  to  reside  in  this  particular  house  for  the  dis- 
charge of  his  duties  distinginshes  the  case  from  Jiet/ina 
v.  Stewart  {a)  and  Gamhier  v.  Lydford  (/>). 

Tsushy  conlni.     The  agreement  between  the  appellar 
and  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  amountc 

^a)  8  E.  J-  B.  300.  ('-)  3  /:.  J-  B.  346. 
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demise  of  the  five  rooms  and  closet;  and        I860, 
he  Commissioners  have  a  separate  posses-        smith 
e  occupation  of  them,  as  undertenants    overseers  of 
Pro  tento,  therefore,  the  appellant  b  %'j^^l^^l;^ 
i'^  ue  rated.    Apart,  indeed,  from  the  ques- 

.jcclusive  occupation,  he  is  exempt  from  rate- 
-c^  in  respect  of  these  rooms,  on  the  ground  that  they 
•re  used  only  by  servants  of  the  Crown  for  the  perfor- 
inanoe  of  their  duties.  This  latter  ground  of  exemption 
applies  also  to  the  appellant's  own  occupation  of  the 
rooKxi  i^hich  he  uses  for  vending  stamps.  The  facts  shew 
that  tbe  different  parts  of  the  house  are  occupied  or  used 
by  different  servants  of  the  Crown,  solely  for  the  per- 
formance of  their  respective  duties  under  the  Crown. 
T"^*^  is,  therefore,  no  such  beneficial  occupation  by  a 
flobject  as  can  make  the  appellant  rateable. 

^^  MaUey^  in  reply.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
"^"*^«  consists  of  one  or  of  two  tenements,  and  by  whom 
It  oir  tijgy  jg  Q|i  3j.g  occupied.     If  the  appellant  occupies 

"*  ^hole,  he  is  rateable  for  the  whole,  no  matter  what 
WRCfB  he  takes,  or  what  the  purposes  for  which  they 
w^    the  rooms  in  which  they  lodge.     It  is  clear,  from 

the  GKSts,  that  he  does  occupy  the  whole,  and  that  the 

le^^nue  officers  are  not  underlessecs. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Hill  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my  Brother  Black- 
bum  and  myself,  we  took  time  to  consider  whether  the 
appellant  was  to  be  considered  occupier  of  the  whole  of 
the  bouse  in  respect  of  which  he  was  rated,  or  whether 
five  100018  and  a  closet  in  that  house  were  in  the  occu- 
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I860.       bum  J.     I  suppose  that  the  other  side  will  contend  that 
Smith        ^he  agreement  amounts  to  a  demise  of  the  five  rooms 
Oreneen  of    ""^  closot.]     It  has  no  such  effect  j  the  stipulation  that 
Caitbsido^   the  appellant  is  to  pay  rent  and  other  oatgoings,  and  to 
provide  a  trustworthy  person  to  reside  on  the  premises 
to  keep  them  clean,  &c.|  displaces  such  a  constmction. 
Again,  the  appellant  is  not  entitled  to  exemption  firom 
rateability  in  respect  of  the  room  which  he  himself  oc- 
cupies for  the  purpose  of  distributing  stamps.  It  appears 
from  the  case  that  he  also  takes  in  orders  there  in  the 
way  of  his  private  business  as  a  printer.     But,  assuming 
that  he  used  the  room  for  no  other  purpose  than  that  of 
vending  stamps,  there  is  nothing  in  the  case  to  shew  that 
the  locality  is  essential  for  that  purpose.     The  room  is 
not  found  him  by  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue, 
nor  do  they  require  him  to  reside  there,  or  consider  the 
occupation  of  it   as  part  of  his  remuneration.     He   is 
paid  by  a  commission  on  the  stamps  which  he  sells;  and 
this  he  receives  irrespectively  of  the  place  of  sale.    Ho, 
therefore,  no  more  occupies  the  room  in  question  as  a 
servant  of  the  Crown,  than  a  stationer  who  is  licensed 
to  sell  stamps  in  his  private  shop  occupies  the   shop 
as  such  a  servant ;  or,  indeed,  than  the  Attorney  General 
can  be  said  to  occupy  his  chambers  as  a  servant  of  the 
Crown.     The  fact  that  the  Crown  does  not  require  the 
appellant  to  reside  in  this  particular  house  for  the  di&- 
char<];c  of  his  duties  distinguishes  the  case  from  Regina 
v.  Stewart  {a)  and  Gambler  v.  Lydford  (6). 

Lushy  contra.     The  agreement  between  the  appellant 
and  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  amounted 

(a)  SE.fB.  360.  (i)  3  £  #  R  34^. 
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(o  a  present  demise  of  the  five  rooms  and  closet;  and       I860. 
the  officers  of  the  Commissioners  have  a  scpfu'ate  posses-       Smith 
fiion  and  exclusive  occupation  of  them,  as  undertenants    overaoen  of 
to   the  appellant.    Pro  tanto,  therefore,  the  appellant  is  ^c^fsw^^^ 
not    liable  to  be  rated.   Apart,  indeed,  from  the  ques- 
€M€MOk   of  exclusive  occupation,  he  is  exempt  from  rate- 
^ibility  in  respect  of  these  rooms,  on  the  ground  that  they 
ar«e   used  only  by  servants  of  the  Crown  for  the  perfor- 
anmwmce  of  their  duties.     This  latter  ground  of  exemption 
Applies  also  to  the  appellant's  own  occupation   of  the 
roona  which  be  uses  for  vending  stamps.     The  facts  shew 
ttime    the  difierent  parts  of  the  house  are  occupied  or  used 
t>3r     <iifiereDt  servants  of  the  Crown,  solely  for  the  per- 
foi'^Kiance  of  their  respective  duties  under  the  Crown. 
'I^^Te  is,  therefore,  no  such  beneficial  occupation  by  a 
tfol^joct  as  can  make  the  appellant  rateable. 

CyMaUey^  in  reply.     The  question  is,  whether  the 

b^**»sc  consists  of  one  or  of  two  tenements,  and  by  whom 

i^  ox-  they  is  or  are  occupied.     If  the  appellant  occupies 

iue  ^hole,  he  is  rateable  for  the  whole,  no  matter  what 

lodgers  he  takes,  or  what  the  purposes  for  which  they 

ti«e    the  rooms  in  which  they  lodge.     It  is  clear,  from 

iVie  fiicts,  that  he  does  occupy  the  whole,  and  that  the 

^▼eiiue  officers  are  not  underlessees. 

Cur.  adv,  vulL 

Hill  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court. 
In  this  case,  which  was  argued  before  my  Brother  Black' 
tUTn  and  myself,  we  took  time  to  consider  whether  the 
appellant  was  to  be  considered  occupier  of  the  whole  of 
ibe  boose  in  respect  of  which  he  was  rated,  or  whether 
£v€  rooms  and  a  closet  in  that  house  were  in  the  occu- 
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1860.  pation  of  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue.  There 

g  is  no  doubt  that  exclusive  possession  of  a  part  only  of 

_     ▼•      .  a  house  may  be  eiven.  so  as  in  effect  to  make  the  two 

St.  MicHAn»  parts  of  the  house  separate  tenements  :  the  question  in 

ClMBUDOt. 

the  present  case  was,  whether  such  possession  bad  been 
given ;  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  bad  not.     The 
agreement  between  the  appellant  and  the  representatives 
of  the  Commissioners  of  Inland  Revenue  is  set  forth  in 
the  case.     By  it  the  appellant  contracted  to  give  to  the 
Inland  Revenue  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  6ve  rooms 
and  a  closet  in  his  house;  and  in  the  agreement  it  ia 
expressed  that  the  appellant  ''agrees  to  let**  and  the 
other  party  takes  the  rooms,  and  it  is  stipulated  that 
**  possession*'  shall  be  given  and  rent  commence  at  a 
particular  time,  all  of  which  are  words  properly  ap- 
plicable to  a  demise  of  the   five  rooms.     But  at   the 
same  time  it  is  stipulated ;  ''  For  the  annual  consideration 
of  90/. :    this  sura   to  include   all   expenses,    namely, 
rent,    rates,    taxes,   gas,    wood,    coals,    also  providing 
a  trustworthy   person   to  reside  on   the    premises,   to 
keep   clean,    light    6res,    and    attend  to    the    same.^ 
We  think  that  we  must  look  not  so  much  at  the  words 
as   the  substance  of  the   agreement ;    and,  taking  the 
whole  together,  we  think  it  must  be  construed,  not  as  a 
demise  of  the  five  rooms,  but  as  an  agreement  by  which 
the  appellant,  retaining  possession  of  those  rooms  and 
keeping  his  servant  there,  bound  himself  to  supply  the 
other  party  there  with  fire  and  gas  and  attendance.     It 
is  true  that  the  exclusive  enjoyment  of  the  rooms  is  to 
be  given ;  but  that  is  the  case  where  a  guest  in  an  inn 
or  a  lodger  in  a  house  has  a  separate  apartment,  or 
where  a  passenger  in  a  ship  has  a  separate  cabin ;  in 
which  case  it  is  clear  that  the  possession  remains  in  the 
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innkeeper,  lodging-house  keeper,  or  shipowner.      We        1860. 
think,  therefore,  that  the  appellant  was  -occupier  of  the        Suim 

whole  of  the   rated  property.  Overseers  of 

The  other  points  in  the  case  were  disposed  of  during  St.  Miohabl, 
the  ailment.     It  is  established  law  that  if  proper:y  is 
in  the  occupation  of  the  servants  of  the  Crown  for  public 
purposes,  it  is  exempt  from  rates.     The  reason  is  thus 
expressed  by  Lord  Campbell  in  Smith  v.  Guardians  of 
Birmingham  (a)  :  ^'  No  property  can  be   rated   unless 
there  be  a  subject  having  a  beneficial  occupation  in 
respect  of  which  he  may  be  rated.'*    In  the  present  case 
the  appellant  is  a  subject,  occupying  in  his  own  right 
the  house  in  question,  and  deriving  benefit  to  himself 
from  his  occupation.     It  is  true  that  the  benefit  which 
lie  derives  arises  partly  from  payments  made  to  him  by 
the  servants  of  the  Crown,  for  privileges  given  to  them  in 
that  capacity;  but  there  is  no  authority,  nor  do  we  see 
any  reason  on  principle,  for  extending  the  exemption  to 
such  a  case.     As  to  the  room  which  the  appellant  him- 
self occupies,  and  in  which  he  distributes  stamps,  there 
is  no  pretence  for  saying  that  the  Crown  occupies  that 
.room  through  him  as  its  servant. 

Judgment,  therefore,  must  be  given  in  support  of  the 
vate. 

Rate  aflBrmed. 

(a)  7£:.  #^.4S3.48U. 
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Saturday,       The  QuEEN,  on  the  pTOsecution  of  The  Church- 

Nowmbtr  17th . 

Wedne9dau,         Wardens  and  Overseers  of   the  Township  of 

November  2lfilt,  '^ 

y'"*&26th  R^SHTON  Spencer,  respondents,  against  The 
North  Staffordshire  Railway  Company, 
appellants. 


Deductions 
from  rateable 
value  held 
allowable  to  a 
railway  Com- 
pany, upon 
assessment  to 
poor  rate,  in 
respect  of  the 
portion  of 
their  line 
passing 
through,  and 


TJPON  appeals  by  The  North  8taffard$hire  Railway 

Company  against  two  rates  made  for  the  relief  of 

the  poor  of  the  township  of  Rushton  Spencer^  in  the 

county  of  Stafford^  the  following  case  was,  by  consent 

and  by  order  of  Hill  J.,  stated  for  the  opinion  of  this 

Court,  under  stat  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.  s.  11. 

The  North  Staffordshire  Railway  passes  through  the 

of  the^station, 

buildings  and  sidings  within,  a  township ;  on  the  following  principles. 

1.  That  the  percentage  amount  to  be  allowed  the  Company  for  interest  on  capital  and 
tenant's  profits  was  to  be  calculated  upon  the  depreciated  value  of  the  zoUing  stodi  at 
the  time  the  rate  was  made,  not  upon  its  cost  price. 

2.  The  Company  bein^  obliged  to  provide  (in  addition  to  the  rolling  stock),  turntables* 
cranes,  weighing  machines,  stationary  steam  engines,  lathes,  electric  telegraph  and 
apparatus,  office  and  station  furniture,  and  gas  works  used  for  supplying  the  stations  with 
|(as :  Held,  that  a  deduction  should  be  allowed  for  interest  on  capital  and  tenant's  profits, 
in  respect  of  such  of  these  articles  as  were  moveable ;  for  instance,  the  office  and  station 
furniture :  but  not  in  respect  of  such  of  them  as  were  either  so  attached  to  the  freehold 
as  to  become  part  of  it,  or,  though  capable  of  being  removed,  were  so  far  attached  as 
that  it  was  intended  that  they  should  remain  permanently  connected  with  the  railway  or 
the  premises  used  with  it,  and  remain  permanent  appendages  to  it,  as  essential  to  its 
working. 

3.  It  being  necessary,  in  order  to  carry  on  the  business  of  the  railway,  that  the 
Company  should  have  in  hand,  at  command,  a  sum  of  money  by  way  of  floating 
capital,  for  providing  surplus  stores  (as  rails,  sleepers  &C.),  to  be  uschI  in  case  of 
accident  on  the  line,  or  other  emergency,  and  partly  for  paying  the  wages  of  servants  of 
the  Companv  and  other  current  expenses :  Held,  that  the  question  whether  a  deduction 
should  be  allowed,  for  interest  ana  tenant's  profits,  or  either,  upon  this  floating  d^ital* 
must  depend  on  whether,  on  the  whole  capital  employed,  a  greater  delay  occurred  in 
realising  the  returns  than  is  ordinarily  incident  to  the  employment  of  capital.  That  a 
deduction  was  allowable  in  respect  of  any  such  dela^,  but  not  in  respect  of  a  delav  in 
realizing  the  profits  on  a  part  only  of  the  capital,  if  compensated  by  the  more  than 
ordinary  quickness  of  the  return  on  the  reft. 

4^  That  the  deduction  to  be  allowed  in  respect  of  the  stations,  buildings  and  sidinn 
along  the  line,  must  be  calculated  on  the  actual  value  at  which  they  ought  to  be  assessed, 
and  not  upon  the  original  cost  of  construction. 
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township  of  Bushion  Spencer  for  a  distance  of  104        i860. 

chains,  and,  in  respect  of  this  portion  of  their  line  of    xhe  Quesk 

railway,  and  the  station,  buildings  and  sidings  within  the       x^q^tb 

said  township,  the  appellants  are  assessed  in  each  of 

the  said  rates  upon  a  net  rateable  value  of  219/.     The 

appellants  and  respondents  have  agreed  to  take,  as  the 

gross  earnings  in  the  said  township  of  Btuhtan  Spencer 

for  one  year,  the  sum  of  1761/.     The  total  working 

expenses  of  the  whole  line  for  one  year,  ending  30th 

Jume,  1858,  including  rates  and  taxes  and  Government 

duty,  and  certain  tolls  payable  to  The  Midland  Railway 

Companjff  amounted  to  the  sum  of  132,290/.      (The 

several  items  composing  this  sum  were  then  set  out) 

Of  which  sum  of  i32,290A  it  has  also  been  agreed  that 

the  sum  of  965/.  is  the  fair  proportion  chargeable  to  the 

said  township  of  Rushton  Spencer^  and  to  be  deducted 

from  the  said  gross  earnings  in  ascertaining  the  net  rate« 

able  value  of  the  said  line  in  the  said  township.     The 

appellants  and  respondents  differ  as  to  certain  other  items 

of  deduction  hereinafter  mentioned. 

The  rolling  stock  of  the  Company,  which  includes  all 
the  locomotive  engines,  tenders,  passenger  carriages, 
hone  boxes,  carriage  trucks,  luggage  vans,  goods,  cattle 
aod  mineral  waggons,  and  all  other  vehicles  of  every 
kind  for  the  conveyance  of  persons,  cattle,  animals, 
goods,  wares,  minerals,  merchandise,  or  other  articles, 
matters,  or  things  whatsoever,  on  the  railway,  cost  the 
Company  the  sum  of  356,843/. :  And  for  the  purposes 
of  this  case  it  is  admitted  that  this  was  a  fair  price  at  the 
time  the  articles  constituting  the  rolling  stock  were  pur- 
chased ;  and  also  that  similar  articles  would  at  the  time 
of  laying  the  rate  have  cost  as  much.  In  addition  to 
this  stock  the  Company  has  been  obliged  to  provide,  at 
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a  cost  of  52^950/.,  turn  tables,  cranes,  weighing  machines, 
stationary  steam  engines,  lathes,  electric  telegraph  and 
apparatus,  oflSce  and  station  furniture,  and  gas  works 
used  for  supplying  the  stations  with  gas.  The  turn 
tables  and  some  of  the  weighing  machines  are  aflSzed  to 
the  freehold  by  means  of  an  iron  rod  inserted  in  a  large 
stone  sunk  in  the  land.  The  lathes  and  steam  engines 
are  connected  with  the  buildings. in  which  they  are 
placed  by  means  of  iron  bolts.  The  electric  telegraph 
apparatus  consists,  first ;  of  posts  driven  into  the  ground ; 
Secondly ;  of  wires  passed  through  sockets  annexed  to 
such  posts,  but  which  wires  may  be  disconnected  firom 
the  posts  without  injuring  or  displacing  them ;  Thirdly ; 
of  the  electrifying  machines,  which  are  in  no  way  affixed 
to  the  freehold.  The  gas  works  consist  partly  of  build- 
ings and  partly  of  gasometers,  retorts  and  the  other 
usual  plant  for  making  gas ;  and  of  the  pipes  for  convey- 
ing the  same  from  the  works  to  the  railway  stations.  The 
other  weighing  machines,  which  are  all  used  for  the 
purposes  of  the  traffic  on  the  line,  and  the  office  and 
station  furniture,  are  unconnected  with  the  freehold. 
Beyond  these  amounts  of  capital,  the  Company  allege, 
and  for  the  purposes  of  this  case  it  may  be  admitted  to 
be  the  fact,  that  it  has  been  found  necessary,  in  carrying 
on  the  traffic  and  business  of  the  railway,  that  the 
Company  should  have  in  hand,  at  command,  a  sum  of 
money  by  way  of  floating  capital,  for  providing  surplus 
stores  (such  as  rails,  sleepers^  &c.)^  to  be  used  in 
case  of  accident  on  the  line  or  other  emergency,  and 
partly  for  paying  the  wages  of  porters,  pointsmen,  and 
other  servants  of  the  Company,  and  the  other  current 
expenses  of  the  line,  which  are  for  the  most  part  paid 
-weekly  or  at  other  short   periods;  whilst  it  is  found 
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necessary  to  give  credit  to  some  of  the  goods'  traffic 
customers  of  the  Company  to  a  large  amount  and  for 
various  periods.  The  traffic  over  the  whole  of  the 
Company's  line  of  railway  is  worked  under  a  contract 
between  the  Company  and  the  contractors,  Messrs. 
Jo$eph  and  Henry  Wright^  which  contract,  it  has  been 
agreed,  shall  form  part  of  this  case.  The  total  amount 
of  the  deductions  made  by  the  Company  from  the  con- 
tractors, at  the  time  when  the  rates  were  made,  in  respect 
of  the  depreciation  of  the  rolling  stock  and  plant  in  the 
hands  of  the  contractors,  was  71,000/.,  which  sum  would 
not  be  more  than  sufficient  to  restore  the  said  rolling 
stock  and  plant  to  its  original  value ;  but  which  sum,  it 
is  admitted,  has  not  been  expended  in  such  restoration. 

The  Company  have  also  expended  in  the  erection  of 
their  stations,  buildings  and  sidings  the  sum  of  360,000/. 

The  respondents  contend  that  the  deduction  to  be 
allowed  in  respect  of  interest  on  capital  and  tenant's 
profits  ought  to  be  ascertained  by  taking,  as  the  capital 
snm  upon  which  such  interest  and  profits  ought  to  be 
calculated,  the  actual  or  depreciated  value  of  the  rolling 
Btock  at  the  time  the  rates  were  made;  and  that  no 
allowance  for  interest  and  tenant's  profits  should  be  made 
in  respect  of  a  floating  capital.  The  respondents  also 
contend,  that  the  deduction  to  be  allowed  in  respect  of 
the  turn  tables,  cranes,  weighing  machines,  stationary 
steam  engines,  lathes,  electric  telegraph  apparatus,  gas- 
works, stations,  buildings  and  sidings,  ought  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  taking  the  amount  at  which  they  are  collectively 
assessed  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  in  the  several  parishes 
and  townships  within  which  the  same  are  severally 
situated,  and  dividing  the  said  amount  amongst  each 
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parish  and  township  in  a  certain  proportion  agreed  upon 
between  the  respondents  and  appellants. 

The  appellants  contend  that  they  are  entitled  to  claim, 
as  the  proper  deduction  in  respect  of  interest  on  capital 
and  tenant's  profits,  the  per  centage  amount  calculated 
upon  the  whole  amount  of  the  said  capital  sums  of 
356,843/.,  52,950/.,  and  the  floating  capital  lliey  also 
contend  that  the  proper  deduction  to  be  allowed  in 
respect  of  all  the  stations,  buildings  and  sidings,  is  6L 
per  cent  per  annum  (which  is  a  moderate  rate  of  interest 
for  money  invested  in  buildings)  upon  the  original  cost 
of  construction,  and  to  take  the  annual  amount  so  ascer- 
tained as  the  value  to  be  deducted.  And  it  is  agreed, 
with  reference  to  this  head  of  deduction,  that  the  original 
cost  of  construction  of  the  whole  of  such  stations, 
buildings  and  sidings  was  360,000/. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were ; 

First.  Whether  the  per  centage  amount  to  be  allowed 
for  interest  on  capital  and  tenant's  profits  was  to  be  cal- 
culated upon  the  capital  invested  in  the  rolling  stock 
taken  at  its  cost  price,  or  upon  the  depreciated  value  of 
the  rolling  stock  as  estimated  at  the  time  when  the  rates 
were  made,  or  at  any  other  time. 

Secondly.  Whether  the  appellants  were  entitled  to 
a  deduction,  for  interest  on  capital  and  tenant's  profits, 
upon  the  said  sum  of  52,950L,  the  additional  amount  of 
capital  invested  in  turn  tables,  cranes,  weighing  machines, 
stationary  steam  engines,  lathes,  electric  telegraph  and 
apparatus,  o£Sce  and  station  furniture,  and  gas  works,  or 
npon  any  and  what  portion  of  such  items;  and,  if  so, 
whether  upon  the  sum  originally  invested  in  the  said 
plant,  or  upon  the  depreciated  value  of  the  same,  esti- 


XXIV.  VICTORIA, 


397 


mated  at  the  time  the  rates  were  made,  or  at  any  other 
time ;  or  how  otherwise  a  deduction,  if  any,  should  be 
made  in  respect  of  the  last  mentioned  plant,  or  in 
respect  of  any  part  thereof. 

Thirdly.  Whether  the  appellants  were  entitled  to  a 
further  deduction  for  interest  and  tenant's  profits,  or 
either^  upon  the  said  floating  capital. 

Fourthly.  Whether  the  deduction  to  be  allowed  in 
respect  of  the  stations,  buildings  and  sidings,  along  the 
line  of  railway,  ought  to  be  ascertained  by  taking  the 
rateable  value  at  which  the  same  were  assessed  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor,  or  by  allowing  6/.  per  cent,  upon  the 
original  cost  of  construction,  as  contended  for  by  the 
appellants ;  or  how  otherwise  a  deduction  should  be  made 
in  respect  of  the  said  stations,  buildings  and  sidings. 

And  it  was  agreed  that,  upon  the  decision  of  the  Court 
being  given  on  the  said  several  questions,  the  proper 
amount  of  assessment  to  the  said  rates  should  (if  neces- 
sary) be  ascertained  and  settled  in  conformity  with  such 
decision,  by  agreement  between  the  parties  or  by  an 
accountant  to  be  appointed  by  the  attorneys  on  both 
sides;  and  the  rate  amended  accordingly.  And  it  was 
farther  agreed  that  judgment  confirming  or  (if  necessary) 
amending  the  said  rates,  in  conformity  with  such  deci- 
sion, and  for  such  costs  as  the  Court  should  direct,  should 
be  entered  on  motion  by  either  party,  at  the  Sessions  for 
the  said  county  next  or  next  but  one  after  such  decision 
should  have  been  given. 
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Luihf  for  the  respondents  (a).     First :  the  percentage 
amount  to  be  allowed  the  appellants  for  interest  on 
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capital  and  tenant's  profits  is  to  be  calculated  upon  the 
depreciated  value  of  the  rolling  stock,  as  estimated  at  the 
time  when  the  rates  were  made ;  and  not  upon  the 
capital  invested  in  the  rolling  stock  taken  at  its  cost 
price.  This  point  has  already  been  decided  bj  the 
Court,  in  iJ^^tita  v.  Great  Western  Railway  Company  {a). 
The  percentage  is  to  be  allowed  upon  the  value  which  a 
hypothetical  tenant,  taking  the  line  at  the  time  the  rates 
were  made^  would  have  had  to  give  for  the  rolling  stock ; 
and  it  is  clear  that  he  would  then  have  given  no  more 
than  the  depreciation  price.  In  order  to  have  entitled 
themselves  to  an  allowance  on  the  cost  price,  it  was 
incumbent  on  the  appellants  to  keep  the  value  of  the 
rolling  stock  up  to  that  price ;  and  they  have  not  done 
so.  Secondly  ;  The  appellants  are  not  entitled  to  any 
deduction  for  interest  on  capital  and  tenant's  profits 
upon  the  additional  amount  of  capital  invested  in  turn- 
tables, cranes,  and  such  of  the  other  articles  specified 
in  the  case  as  are  fixtures ;  though  it  may  be  conceded 
that  a  deduction  must  be  allowed  in  respect  of  the  office 
and  station  furniture,  which  are  mere  movable  chattels. 
With  that  exception  the  articles  specified  are  fixtures 
attached  to  the  fi'eehold,  and,  though  easily  removable 
without  injury  to  the  fi'eehold,  intended  to  remain  per- 
manently connected  with  it,  and  essential  to  the  working 
of  the  line;  and  Regina  v.  Sovthampton  DockCompany  (6) 
is  expressly  in  point  to  shew  that  no  deduction  can  be 
claimed  in  respect  of  them.  Real  property  to  which 
machinery  is  attached  for  business  purposes,  ought  to  be 
assessed  according  to  its  actual  value  as  combined  with 
the   machinery,  without  considering  whether  the  ma- 


(a)  6  Q.  B.  179. 


(ft)  14  Q,  B.  587. 
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chinerjbe  real  or  personal  property;  Retina  y.  Guest  (a). 
Thirdly:  the  appellants  are  not  entitled  to  a  further 
deduction  for  interest  and  tenant's  profits,  or  either,  upon 
the  floating  capital  In  addition  to  every  possible  item 
of  expenditure  which  they  can  endeavour  to  insist  upon 
as  deductions  from  their  profits,  they  say  that  the  necea- 
sity  for  keeping  this  floating  capital  unemployed  operates 
in  effect  as  a  further  deduction.  It  does  not  appear,  how- 
ever, that  they  have  thus  to  reserve  any  sum  in  excess  of 
their  daily  receipts.  [Hill  J.  The  case  finds  that  they 
are  obliged  to  give  large  credit  to  some  of  their  customers 
lor  various,  and  possibly  considerable,  periods.]  The 
hypothetical  tenant  would  be  obliged  to  put  by  money  to 
provide  for  his  rent ;  and  would  not  be  entitled  to  any 
deduction  from  rateability  in  respect  of  such  money. 
J[Blackbiim  J.  More  than  ordinary  delay  in  realizing 
the  profits  would  be  a  ground  on  which  the  tenant 
night  insist  for  an  abatement  of  the  rent.  Cockburn  C.  J. 
7he  delay  would  diminish  the  profits  pro  tan  to.] 
fourthly :  The  deduction  to  be.  allowed  in  respect  of 
the  stations,  buildings  and  sidings  along  the  line  of 
irailway  ought  to  be  ascertained  by  taking  the  proper 
rateable  value  of  the  land  occupied  by  them,  as  en- 
Iianced  by  their  construction.  The  rateable  value  at 
ivhich  the  stations,  &c.,  ought  to  be  assessed,  rather  than 
that  at  which  they  are  actually  assessed  (one  alternative 
suggested  in  the  case),  is  the  true  standard  of  rateability. 
That  the  value  ought  not  to  be  estimated  according  to 
their  original  cost  and  interest  thereon  (the  other  sug- 
gested alternative),  is  shewn  by  Regina  v.  Great  Western 
Railway  Company  (h). 

(The  case  was  then  adjourned.) 

(a)  7J.^E.  951.  (b)  6  Q.  B.  179. 
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Scotland^  for  the  appellants  (a).  As  to  the  first  point, 
whether  the  percentage  amount  to  be  allowed  for  interest 
on  capital  and  tenant's  profits  is  to  be  calculated  upon 
the  depreciated  value  of  the  rolling  stock  at  the  dme  the 
rates  were  made,  or  upon  its  value  at  cost  price ;  no 
doubt  the  calculation  ought  not  to  be  made  upon  the 
cost  price  if  it  can  be  shewn  that,  owing  to  a  fidi  in  the 
price  of  labour  or  materials,  the  stock  could  now  be 
purchased  at  a  lower  rate.  That,  however,  is  not  a  fact 
found  in  the  case ;  firom  which  it  merely  appears  that 
the  appellants  keep  back  a  certain  sum  annually,  intended 
for  the  ultimate  renewal  of  the  rolling  stock.  This  sum 
ought  not  to  be  deducted  from  the  cost  price,  before 
making  the  calculation  of  tenant's  profits  upon  it ;  for 
when  the  time  comes  for  the  renewal  of  the  stock  it 
saves  an  expenditure  equal  to  the  whole  of  the  cost  price. 
IBlackbum  J.  When  the  stock  requires  renewal  it  is 
still  worth  a  considerable  sum.  The  renewal  might  be 
efiected  by  the  addition  annually  of  new  stock  in  small 
quantities.]  In  calculating  his  profits  the  hypothetical 
tenant  would  be  entitled  to  deduct  the  sum  annually 
laid  by  for  the  purposes  of  the  renewal,  as  being  part  of 
the  necessary  expenditure  upon  the  working  of  the  line. 
[Hill  J.  No  doubt  the  appellants  woidd  be  entitled  to 
this  deduction  if  they  had  annually  kept  the  rolling  stock 
up  to  its  original  value ;  but,  as  they  have  not  done  so, 
we  must  overrule  Regina  v.  Greai  Western  JRaUway 
Company  (b)  if  we  decide  this  point  in  your  favour.]  In 
Regina  v.  London^Brighton  and  SouthCoast  Railway  Cam-- 
pany  (c)  it  was  held  that  a  railway  Company  is  entitled 
to  a  deduction  from  the  rateable   value  in    order   to 


(a)  Wednesday,  November  2l8t.  (ft)  6  Q.  B.  179. 

(c)  15  Q,  R  313. 
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coonterrail  the  depreciation  \vhich  takes  place  in  the        i860, 
value  of  the  permanent  way,  and  to  maintain  it  in  a  state    The  Qubev" 
to  command  the  proposed  rent  which  is  the  measure  of       x^o&th 
the  assessment :  and  that  the  Company  is  not  disentitled     ^'/i[JJ^ 
to  such    deduction    because    it  has  not  incurred  the      Jtailway 
expense,  nor  laid  by  from  its  receipts  any  sum  to  meet  it 
when  it  should  arise ;  although  the  Company  ought  to  set 
apart  the  sum  which  it  claims  to  deduct,  and,  wheneyer 
the  time  comes  for  actually  making  the  restoration,  will  be 
estopped  from  claiming  more  than  that  deduction.    The 
accumulation  of  funds  for  the  purpose  of  the  renewal  of 
the  rolling  stock  is  clearly  a  charge  upon  the  occupation 
€>f  the  line,  regarded  as  a  railway;  for  without  it  the 
Company  could  not  continue  to  carry  on  business.    As 
tjo  the  second  point,  it  is  admitted  by  the  other  side 
that  the  appellants  are  entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect 
c^f  the  additional  capital  invested  in  furniture  and  other 
tilings  which  are  not  fixtures ;  but  it  is  said  that  they 
9uns  not  so  entitled  in  respect  of  capital  invested  in  fix- 
Inures.     The  test  of  rateability  in  this  respect,  however,  is 
not  simply  whether  fixed  machinery  is  or  is  not  a  fixture, 
Imt^  further,  whether  or  not  it  would  be  provided  by  a  land- 
lord for  the  hypothetical  tenant,  and  would  be  ancillary 
to  the  occupation  of  the  hereditament  by  the  latter  for 
the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  business;  whether  or  not,  in 
ahort,  it  would  be  a  landlord's  fixture ;  Regina  Y.HasIam{a). 
If  soch  machinery  would  not  be  a  landlord's  fixture,  the 
deduction  ought  to  be  allowed  in  respect  of  it    Now, 
many  of  the  things  specified  in  the  case  would  not  be 
provided  by   the  appellants   for  the  supposed  tenant, 
who  would  have  to  find  them  himself.    Lathes  are  an 

(a)  17  Q.  B.  220. 
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1860.  instance.  [HtH  J.  The  (umtables,  at  all  events,  are  part 
The  QusBv"  ^^  *^®  actual  permanent  way.]  The  question  as  regards 
HoEta  turntables  equally  with  the  other  fixed  machinery  is, 
StAfroEiH  whether  the  value  of  the  railway  to  a  tenant  is  or  is  not 
IWlwty  increased  by  them.  If  it  is,  the  appellants  are  rateable 
in  respect  of  them ;  Rex  v.  Birmingham  and  Staffdrdr 
shire  Gas  Light  Company  (a).  If  it  is  not,  and  the 
tenant  would  have  to  find  the  machinery  himself  (an 
assumption  not  inconsistent  with  any  (act  found  in  the 
case),  the  value  of  the  machinery  ought  to  be  regarded 
as  a  deduction  from  tenant's  profits.  [Blaekbum  J. 
The  question  rather  is,  what  machinery  would  pass  with 
the  line  if  it  were  let  ?]  That  is  the  same  question  under 
another  aspect  As  to  the  third  point :  The  appellants 
are  entitled  to  a  further  deduction  for  interest  and 
tenant's  profits  upon  the  floating  capital.  They  are 
compelled  always  to  have  in  hand  a  certain  sum  of 
money  in  lieu  of  the  returns,  which  take  time  to  realise. 
The  ready  money  takings  being  insufficient  to  meet  the 
outgoings,  there  is  a  constant  necessity,  from  one  year  to 
another,  that  this  floating  capital  should  be  at  command. 
A  tenant  would  have  to  take  this  into  consideration  in 
taking  the  property.  [Blaekbum  J.  Probably  the 
appellants  are  entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect  of  the 
interest  on  the  floating  capital ;  but  can  they  claim  any 
further  allowance?]  That  is  a  sub-division  of  the 
question.  It  must  be  remembered  that  the  principal  is 
necessarily  employed  for  the  very  purpose  of  realizing 
the  returns  upon  which  the  appellants  are  rated ;  that  it 
is  essentiid  to  the  carrying  on  of  their  business,  and 
contributes^  so  to  speak,  to  the  earnings  of  the  line.  The 

(a)  6  ^.  #  £.  631 
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appellants  are  therefore  entitled  to  a  deduction    for 
tenant's  profits,  also,  upon  it.     There  is  no  distinction 
io  principle  between  the  floating  capital  and  the  capital 
ioTested  in  the  locomotive  stock,  or  in  any  other  branch 
of  the  concern.     [Blackburn  J.     There  is  this  distinc- 
tioiiy   that  money  invested  in  stock  cannot  be  easily 
TejUixed,  and  the  realization  may  occasion  loss ;  whereas 
moDey  lying  at  a  bank  is  realized  already.]     The  two 
claases  of  capital  may  be  at  different  risks,  which  may 
^Sect  their  respective  arithmetical  amounts ;  but  in  prin- 
ciple they  are  both  employed  in  the  same  way  upon  the 
l>UBine88.    A  similar  allowance  to  that  claimed  by  the 
ttppellanta  under  the    present  head  was  made  to  the 
^v^ater  Company  in  Regina  v.  Mile  End  Old  7Wn(a),  and 
passed  without  objection.     As  to  the  fourth  point :  The 
d^ductioq  to  which  the  appellants  are  entitled  in  respect 
^  stations^  buildings  and  sidings  ought  to  be  ascertained 
^7  allowing  6/.  per  cent  on  the  cost  of  their  original  con- 
Btroction.     The  other  side  admit  that  this  deduction 
should  be  on  the  footing  of  the  proper  rateable  value  of 
^e  stations  &c. :  and  their  cost  price,  plus  6/.  per  cent. 
^pon  it,  is  their  proper  rateable  value,  in  the  absence  of 
proof  that  they  could  now  be  built  cheaper. 


1860. 


The  QuEBH 

▼. 

North 

Stavvobd- 

RaUwsy 
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X^tuh  was  heard  in  reply. 


Cur.  adv.  vult. 


OocKBUBN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 

^oiirt  (6).    Four  questions  are  propounded  in  this  case 

^^  the  decision  of  the  Court     The  first  is,  whether  the 

t^X'^sentage  amount  to  be  allowed  for  interest  on  capital 


(a)  10  C  B,  208. 
(6)  CoclAwm  C.  J^ 
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and  tenant's  profits  is  to  be  calculated  upon  the  coet 
price  of  the  rolling  stock,  or  on  the  depreciated  value 
which  that  stock  may  bear  at  the  time  the  rate  is  actuidly 
made.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  allowance  must  be 
made  with  reference  to  the  actual  and  not  to  the  original 
value.  This  point  has  already  been  decided  by  this 
Court  in  the  case  of  Regina  v.  Great  Western  RaU- 
toaii  Company  (a),  in  which  decision  we  entirely  concur. 
In  addition  to  the  reasons  given  in  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  in  that  case  it  may  be  observed  that,  as,  under 
The  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  the  tenant's  profits  upon 
stock  must  necessarily  be  calculated  with  a  view  to  their 
deduction  from  the  gross  earnings,  in  order  to  ascertain 
what  a  tenant  would  give  for  the  entire  property,  nothing 
could  be  more  inconvenient  than  that  a  difierent  prin- 
ciple should  prevail  in  calculating  the  profits  in  the  two 
cases.  Mow  the  question,  when  considered  under  The 
Parochial  Assessment  Act,  must  be  looked  at,  not  with 
reference  to  the  railway  (>ompany,  who  may  have  ex- 
pended on  the  purchase  of  the  stock  a  much  larger  sum 
than  such  stock  would  now  realize,  but  with  reference  to 
an  incoming  tenant  and  the  amount  of  capital  which 
such  tenant  would  have  to  lay  out  in  the  purchase  of  the 
rolling  stock  necessary  to  carry  on  the  undertaking.  It  is 
obvious  that  what  it  would  be  worth  the  while  of  a  person 
or  Company  about  to  embark  in  a  commercial  under, 
taking  to  give  as  rent  for  the  premises  in  which  it  was 
to  be  carried  on,  would  depend  on  the  amount  to  be 
deducted,  in  addition  to  repairs  and  other  necessary 
outgoings,  from  the  gross  earnings,  in  respect  of  the 
profits  due  to  the  capital  to  be  employed  in  the  concern. 


(a)  6  Q,  B.  179. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA. 


405 


Bat  it  is  plain  that  a  tenant  would  calculate  such  profits 
on  the  amount  of  capital  actually  required  to  be  expended 
on  the  stock ;  not  on  what  may  have  been  the  value  of 
such  stock  at  some  other  time  or  in  other  hands.     Now 
it  most  be  assumed  that  the  stock,  in  its  existing  con- 
dition^ is  sufficiently  effective  to  produce  the  earnings 
which,  after  the  necessary  deductions,  constitute  the  im- 
proved value  of  the  railway ;  and  it  cannot  reasonably 
be  supposed  that,  if  the  Company  were  about  to  give  up 
the  undertaking,  they  would  not  be  willing  to  part  with 
their  stock  at  its  actual  value  ;  or  that,  if  they  refused 
^o  do  so,  the  incoming  tenant  could  not  procure  other 
stock  of  an  equally  efficient  character,  at  its  real  value, 
to  supply  the  deficiency.    In  estimating  therefore,  under 
Stat.  6  &  7  W.  4.  c.  96.,  what  a  tenant  would  pay,  the 
profits  must  be  calculated  on  the  actual  value  of  the  stock. 
Ht  cannot  be  supposed  that,  in  exempting  profits  under 
Stat  6  &  7   Vict.  c.  48.,  a  different  principle  of  calcu* 
lation  was  intended  to  be  acted  on. 

The  second  question  is,  whether  the  Company  are 
entitled  to  a  deduction  in  respect  of  various  articles  there- 
in specified,  being  things  necessary  for  carrying  on  the 
l)usine8s  of  the  Company.     The  articles  to  which  such  a 
question  may  have  reference  may  be  divided  into  three 
classes.      First,   things   movable,    such  as  office    and 
station  furniture ;  Secondly,  things  so  attached  to  the 
fieehold  as  to  become  part  of  it ;  and.  Thirdly,  things 
^hich,  though  capable  of  being  removed,  are  yet  so  far 
attached  as  that  it  is  intended  that  they  shall  remfun  per- 
manently connected  with  the  railway  or  the  premises 
used  with  it,  and  remain  permanent  appendages  to  it 
as  essential  to  its  working.     It  is  clear  that,  in  respect  of 
the  first  class  of  articles,  a  deduction  should  be  allowed. 
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It  it  equally  clear  that  no  deduction  should  be  allowed 
as  to  the  second.  As  to  the  third,  the  question  is  finally 
settled  by  the  decision  of  this  Court  in  the  case  of 
Regina  v.  Southampton  Dock  Company  (a). 

The  third  question^  whether  the  Company  are  entitled 

to  a  deduction  in  respect  of  the  floating  capital  therein 

referred  to,  is  one  of  considerable  nicety,  and  which,  as 

it  appears  to  us,  must  depend  on  whether,  on  the  whole 

capital  employed,  a  greater  delay  occurs  in  realizing  the 

returns  than  is  ordinarily  incidental  to  the  employment 

of  capital.     No  doubt  as  the  rent  which  the  imaginary 

tenant,  contemplated  by  The  Parochial  Assessment  Act, 

could  afford  to  pay,  would  be  the  difference  between 

the  gross  earnings  (after  the  necessary  deductions)  and 

the  amount   of  profits   due   (reference  being  had  to 

the  nature  of  the  undertaking)  on  the  capital  employed ; 

whatever  tends  to  diminish  such  profits  must  go,  pro 

tanto,  to  diminish  the  rent     Any  delay  in  realizing  the 

profits,  beyond  such  as  is  generally  incidental  to   the 

ordinary  employment  of  capital,  may  therefore  (as  it  must 

be  presumed  that  it  would  be  taken  into  account  by  the 

tenant)  be  fairly  taken  into  account  in  determining  the 

rateable  value.     On  the  other  hand,  it  must  be.  observed 

that,  as  a  very  large   proportion  of  the  earnings  of  a 

railway  Company  is  of  a  ready  money  character,  it  may 

well  be  that,  when  the  whole  of  the  capital  and  of  the 

earnings  are   taken  into  account,   the  profits  on   the 

whole  capital  may  be   realized  in  a  shorter  time  in 

this   species  of  undertaking  than    on   the  average  of 

commercial   enterprises.     If  this  should   be  the  case, 

the  delay   in   realizing  that  profit  which  might  arise 


(a)  14C.-B.687. 


f 
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^  to  a  part  of  the  capital  might  well  be  considered 

'o  be  compensated  by  the  more   than  ordinary  quick- 

•Oen  of  the   return  on   the  rest.    We  have  no  means 

before  us  of  determining  the  question  with  reference  to 

^bis  view  of  the  case.     We  can  do  no  more  than  point 

^tjt  the  principle  by  which  we  think  it  must  be  deter- 

-/%.8  regards  the  fourth  question,  we  are  of  opinion 
^h^Lt,  t-he  deduction  to  be  allowed  in  respect  of  stations, 
^uildlDgs  and  sidings  must  be  calculated  on  the  actual 
'^I«3^  at  which  they  ought  to  be  assessed,  and  not  on  the 
:i  Mnel  cost  of  construction. 

Rates  to  be  amended,  if  necessary, 
on  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
judgment. 
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CASES 

ABGUED  AND  DETERMINED 


MICHAELMAS  VACATION, 


XXIV.  VICTORLA. 


The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  who  sat  in 
Banc  in  this  Vacation  were : 
COCKBUBN  C.  J. 
WiGHTMAN  J.  I  Hu^  J. 

Crompton  J.  I  Blackbubn  J. 


27th 


Wright  v.  Wilkin. 


[Reported  in  the  Queen's  Bench^  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  2  B.  ^  8.  232.] 
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1860. 


IN  THE  EXCHEQUER  CHAMBER  (a). 
(Error  from  the  Qaeen's  Bench.) 
The  Company  of  Proprietor  of  the  Stourbridge  r, 


Navigation  against  The  Earl  of  Dudley. 

17  RROR  was  brought  by  the  plaintifiB,  upon  the  judg-  a  canal  Act» 
ment  of  the  Queen's  Bench  given  in  favour  of  xxviii./pTo- 

vided  mat  no 
owner  of  any 
minea  ahonid  cany  on  any  woik  for  the  getting  of  coal  or  minerals  within  the  distance 
of  twelre  yazds  from  the  canal,  nor  should  any  coals  or  other  minerals  be  got  under  any 
part  of  the  canal,  or  the  towing-paths  thereunto  bdonging,  or  under  any  reservoir  to  be 
made  by  the  canal  Company,  or  within  or  under  any  land  or  ground  lying  within  the 
distance  of  twelve  yards  of  either  side  of  the  canal,  or  of  any  reservoir,  except  as  therein- 
after mentioned,  without  the  consent  of  the  Company. 

By  another  clause  it  was  provided,  that  when  the  owner  of  any  coal  mine  &c  lying 
uider  the  canal  or  reservoirs,  or  within  the  distance  thereinbefore  limited,  should  be 
desiiopa  of  working  the  same,  then  such  owner  should  give  a  written  notice  of  his 
intention  to  the  Company  three  calendar  months  before  he  should  begin  to  work  such 
mines  lying  as  aforesaid ;  and  upon  the  receipt  of  such  notice  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
Company  to  inspect  such  mines,  in  order  to  determine  what  coal  or  other  minerals  might 
be  come  at  and  be  actually  gotten ;  and  if  the  Company  should  neglect  to  inspect  such 
mines  within  thirty  days  af&r  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
propietors  of  such  mines,  and  they  were  thereby  authorized,  to  work  such  part  of  the 
nia  mines  as  lay  under  the  canal  or  reservoirs,  or  within  the  distance  aforesaid :  and  if 
upon  insoection  the  Company  should  refuse  to  permit  the  owners  of  the  said  mines  to 
work  sucn  part  of  the  said  mines  lying  as  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  as  they  misht 
have  come  at  and  actually  gotten,  then  the  Company  should,  within  three  calendar  monUis, 
pay  to  the  owners  the  value  thereof. 

Bj  another  clause  it  was  provided,  that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained  should  defeat, 
prejudice,  or  affect  the  right  of  any  owner  of  lands  or  grounds  in,  upon,  or  through  which 
the  canal  &c.  should  be  made,  to  the  mines  lyins  within  or  under  the  lands  or  grounds 
to  be  set  out  and  made  use  of  for  such  canal  &c. ;  but  all  such  mines  were  thereby 
nserved  to  such  owners  respectively ;  and  it  was  declared  that  it  should  be  lawful  for 
tach  owners,  subject  to  the  conditions  therein  contained,  to  work  all  such  mines :  Pro- 
vided that  in  working  such  mines  no  ii\juiy  were  done  to  the  said  navigation.^ 

The  owner  of  a  coal  mine  gave  the  statutory  notice  to  the  Company  of  his  intention 
to  woric  it  under  and  within  twelve  yards'  distance  of  one  of  the  Company's  reservoirs. 
The  Company  did  not  thereupon  either  inspect  the  mine,  or  refuse  to  permit  it  to  be 
▼oiked,  or  pay  the  owner  the  value  of  it. 

Held  that  the  mine  owner,  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  by  the  Act  for  the 

(a)  Before  WiUes,  Bylea  and  Keating  Js.,  Martin,  Channeil  and 
Wilde  Bb, 
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I860.  the  defendants  {a)  upon  a  case  stated  by  consent  and  by 

Stoubbbidob  order  of  Hill  J.,  which  was  in  substance  as  follows. 

^(S^wiT         "^^^  action  was  brought  to  recover  damages  for  injury 

^'   ^  to  a  reservoir  and  dam  of  the  plaintifis  by  the  mining 

DuDLXT.  operations  of  the  defendant. 

Company  to  ^^^  plaintiffs  were  incorporated  by  stat.   16  G.  3. 

tj^e  those  ^^  xxviii.  (6),  for  the  purpose  of  making  and  maintaining 

entitled,  not-     a  Canal  from  Stovrbridqey  in  the  county  of  Worcester^  to 

withstanding  ^  "^  "' 

the  proviso  Stourton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford;  and  two  collateral 

mentioned  cuts  therein  mentioned.     By  this  Act  (c),  p.  737,  they 

work  the  mine  ^^re  required  to  make  "  satisfaction*'  "  for  all  damages 

resen'^^in  ^^  ^  Sustained  by  the  owners  or  proprietors  of  such 

ordinaiy^*"^  lands,  tenements,  or  hereditaments,  waters,  watercourses, 

mode ;  and       brooks,  or  rivers.  respectivelv,  as"  should  "  be  taken, 
that  no  action  '  ^         r  . » 

lay  against       used,  removed,  diverted,  or  prejudiced,  in  or  by  the 

him  by  the 

Company  for     execution  of  all  or  any  of  the  powers  oP'  the  '*  Act.** 

damage  caused     *  #•  ^  i-     t^  i  i  •  -i 

to  the  reser-      At  p.  745,  they  were  empowered  to  make  reservoirs  and 

ofwicJwork^   other  works,  '* doing  no  injury  thereby  to  any  mines 

^^'  lying  under  or  near  to  such  reservoirs*'  and  other  works, 

'*and  making  recompense  and  amends  to  the  owners 

(a)  On  Friday,  10th  June,  1859.  The  case  is  not  reported,  the  Court 
having  given  no  reasons  for  their  judgment,  saying  that  the  matter, 
being  res  integra,  had  better  be  decided  at  once  by  the  Court  of  Ex- 
chequer Chamber. 

{b)  Local  and  personal,  public.  '*  For  making  and  maintaining  a 
navigable  canal  from  or  near  the  town  of  Stourbridge,  in  the  county  of 
Worcester,  to  join  the  Staffordshire  and  Worcestershire  Canal,  at  or  near 
Stourton,  in  the  county  of  Stafford ;  and  also  two  collateral  cuts,  one 
from  a  place  called  The  Fens,  upon  Penmet  Chace,  to  communicate  witii 
the  intended  canal  near  the  junction  of  Wordesley  Brook  with  the  river 
Stour;  and  the  other  from  a  place  called  Black  Delph,  upon  the  said 
chace,  to  join  the  first  mentioned  collateral  cut  at  or  near  certain  lands 
called  The  Lays,  in  the  parish  of  Kingswinford,  in  the  said  county  of 
Staffixrdr 

(c)  The  Act  not  being  divided  into  sections,  it  is  necessary  to  refer 
to  its  paging. 
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and  proprietors  of  lands,  in  manner  as*'  therein  was        1860. 
^'directed  and  provided,  for  any  lands  to  be  uken  or  stourbridoi 
used,  or  for  any  damage  to  be  occasioned  to  any  other     ^^^^ 
lands  by  reason  of  the  making  of  any  such  reservoirs'* 
and  other  works.     At  p.   749   and   following  pages 
certain  persons  were  appointed   Commissioners,  *^  to 
determine  and  adjust"  (p.  753)   '*from  time  to  time, 
what  distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money'*  should  *'  be  paid 
by  the"   plaintifis  "for  the  absolute  purchase  of  the 
lands  or  grounds  which"  should  *'  be  set  out  and  ascer- 
tained" ''for  making  the  said  canal,  and  collateral  cuts, 
or  any  part  thereof,  and  other  the  purposes  in"  the 
*'Act  mentioned;    and  also  to  determine  and  adjust 
what  other  distinct  sum  or  sums  of  money"  should  "  be 
paid  by  the"  plaintiffs  *^  as  a  recompense  for  any  damages 
which"  might  or  should  '*  be,  at  any  time  or  times  whatso- 
ever, sustained  by"  '*  persons'*   **  being  owners  of,  or 
interested  in,  any  lands,  grounds,  tenements,  heredita- 
ments, and  waters,  for  or  by  reason   of  the  making, 
repuring,  or  maintaining,  the  said  canal,  or  collateral  cuts, 
or  of  any  reservoirs**  &c.,  inter  alia,  *'  by  reason  or  means 
of  the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers^*  therein  con- 
tained, by  the  plaintiffs  (p.  754).  In  case  of  dissatisfac- 
tion with  the  decision  of  these  Commissioners  juries 
were  to  be  impannelled  to  decide  the  amount  to  be  paid 
for  purchase  money,  damages,  &c.,  by  the  plaintifis; 
and  their  verdict  was  to  be  final  (pp.  754  to  756).  Upon 
payment  or  tender,  by  the  plaintiffs  to  the  owners,  of  the 
purchase  money  for  lands,  when  thus  ascertained,  the 
''lands"  ''and  the  fee  simple  and  inheritance  thereof," 
were  **  from  thenceforth"  to  "  be  vested  in,  and  become 
for  ever  the  sole  property  of,  the  '*  plaintiffs,  "  to  and  for 
the  use  of  the  said  navigation,  but  to  or  for  no  other  use 
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I860.  or  purpose  whatsoever"  (p.  759).  At  p.  794  it  was 
Stourbridoi  gQac^<1  that  all  coals  and  other  minerals  which  should  be 
found  and  dug  up«  in  makings  carrying  on  and  comple- 
ting the  canal,  collateral  cuts  and  other  works  authorized 
by  the  Act,  might  be  taken,  carried  away  and  disposed  of, 
for  their  own  use  and  benefit,  by  the  persons  respectively 
in  whose  land  or  grounds  the  same  were  found  and  dug 
up.  And,  at  p.  795,  *^  That  no  owner  or  proprietor  of 
any  mines  or  minerals,  their  workmen  or  servants,  or 
other  person  whatsoever,"  should  ^*on  any  account  what- 
ever, open,  dig,  sink,  or  carry  on,  any  work  for  the  getting 
of  coal,  limestone,  ironstone,  or  mineral,  within  the  dis- 
tance of  twelve  yards  from  the  said  intended  canal  or 
collateral  cuts  as  aforesaid ;  nor"  should  ''  any  coals,  or 
other  minerals,  be  got  under  any  part  of  the  said  canal 
or  collateral  cuts,  or  the  towing  paths  thereunto  belong- 
ing, or  under  any  reservoir  or  reservoirs  to  be  made  by  the'* 
plaintifis,  '^or  within  or  under  any  land  or  ground  lying 
within  the  distance  of  twelve  yards  of  either  side  of  the 
said  canal  or  collateral  cuts,  or  of  any  reservoir  or 
reservoirs,  on  any  account  whatsoever,  except  as'' 
thereinafter  ^*  mentioned,  without  the  consent  of  the" 
plaintiffs  **  in  writing  under  their  common  seal  for  that 
purpose,  first  had  and  obtained.  Provided  nevertheless, 
that  when  any  mine  of  coal,  ironstone,  or  other  mineral, 
which**  should  ^*  be  worked  agreeably  to  the  directions 
of"  the  **Act,  or  any  vein  thereof,"  should  "extend 
beyond  the  limits"  thereinbefore  "  allowed  for  working 
the  same,  it'*  should  and  might "  be  lawful  for  the  owner 
of  any  such  mine,  without  any  such  consent  as  afore>  - 
said,  from  time  to  time,  upon  making  sufiicient  and 
necessary  headways  or  tunnels  under  the  said  canal  and 
collateral  cuts  and   towing  paths,  and  also  under  any 
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ground  where  such  owners"  were  **  restrained  from  work- 
ing  as  aforesaid,  to  dig,  make,  and  get,  such  coal,  iron- 
stone, or  other  minerals,  beyond  such  limits;  so  as  such 
headways  or  tunnels^  did  ''  not  exceed  six  feet  in  height, 
nor  four  feet  in  breadth;  and  so  as  the  same"  were  ^^not 
made  nearer  together  than  nine  feet ;  anything'^  therein 
'*  contained  to  the  contrary"  thereof  '^  in  any  wise  not- 
withstanding.'* The  Act  then  (at  p.  796)  empowered  the 
Company  to  enter  lands  and  mines  adjoining  their  works, 
for  the  purpose  of  discovering  whether  any  mine  was  being 
worked  contrary  to  the  directions  of  the  Act ;  and  (if  it 
should  be  discovered  that  such  was  the  case)  to  do  every- 
thing necessary  for  the   safety  and  security   of  their 
works ;    the  costs  and  expenses  whereof  were  to  be 
recoverable  in  the  manner  specified  in  the  Act.    It  was 
then  provided  (p.  797),  *^  That  when  and  so  often  as 
the  owner  or  proprietor  of  any  coal  mine,  limestone,  or 
other  minerals,  lying  under  the  said  canal,  or  collateral 
cuts,  or  any  such  reservoir  or  reservoirs  as  aforesaid,  or 
within  the  distance"  thereinbefore  "  limited,"  should  '^be 
desirous  of  working  the  same,  then,  and  in  every  such 
case^  such  owner  or  proprietor"  should  '^  give  notice  in 
writing,  under  his,  her,  or  their  hand  or  hands,  of  such 
his,  her,  or  their  intention,  to  the  clerk  for  the  time  being 
of  the''  Company,    ^*  at  least  three  calendar  months 
before  he,  she,  or  they"  should  ^*  begin  to  work  such 
mines,  lying  under  the  said  canal  or  collateral  cuts,  or 
the  said  reservoir  or  reservoirs,  or  within  the  distance 
aforesaid ;  and  upon  the  receipt  of  such  notice  it"  should 
*  and  might  **  be   lawful  for  the  said   Company"  '^  to 
inspect,  or  cause  such  mines  to  he-inspected,  in  order  to 
determine  what  coal  or  other  minerals"  might "  be  come  at, 
VOL.  ni.  2  £  E.  &  E. 
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and  be  actually  gotten  :  and  if  the  said  Company"  should 
'^  fail  or  neglect  to  inspect,  or  cause  such  mines  to  be 
inspected,  within  thirty  days  after  the  receipt  of  such 
notice,  then  it"  should  and  might  ''be  lawful  for  the 
owners  or  proprietors  of  such  mines,  and  they**  were 
thereby  ''  respectively  authorized  to  work  and  get  such 
part  of  the  said  mines  as*'  lay  ''under  the  said  canal  or 
collateral  cuts,  or  the  said  reservoir  or  reservoirs,  or 
within  the  distance  aforesaid ;  and  if,  upon  such  inspec- 
tion as  aforesaid,  the  said  Company"  should  "  refuse  to 
permit  the  owners  or  proprietory  of  the  said  mines  to 
work  such  part  of  the  said  mines  as"  lay  "  under  the  said 
canal  or  collateral  cuts,  or  the  said  reservoir  or  reservoirs, 
or  within  the  distance  aforesaid,  or  any  part  thereof,  as 
they  might,  from  time  to  time,  have  come  at  and  actually 
gotten,  or  in  any  other  manner  obstruct  or  prevent 
them  from  getting  the  same ;  then  the  said  Company" 
should,  "  within  three  calendar  months  after  such  refusal 
or  obstruction  as  aforesaid,  pay,  or  cause  to  be  paid,  to 
the  owners,  proprietors,  or  workers  of  such  mines  respect- 
tively,  such  price  or  prices  for  the  same,  in  proportion  to 
their  several  interests  therein,  as  the  next  adjoining  mines 
of  equal  quality^'  should  *'  have  been  really  and  bon&  fide 
sold  for,  or  be  estimated  or  valued  at :''  which  price,  if 
disputed,  was  to  be  settled  by  the  Commissioners  or  a 
jury.  At  p.  798  the  owners  of  mines  were  authorized 
to  work,  carry  on  and  drain  the  same,  and  to  make  cats 
through  their  own  lands  to  the  canal  or  its  collateral  cuts ; 
**  so  as  no  injury  or  damage  be  done  thereby  to  the  said 
navigation."  At  p.  816  it  was  provided  "  That  nothing*'  in  * 
the  Act  "  contained^'  should  "  extend,  or  be  construed  to 
extend,  to  defeat,  prejudice,  or  affect  the  right  of  any  lord 
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or  of  any  owner  or  owners  of  any  lands  or  grounds  in,    stourbridoi 

upon,  or  through  which  the  said  canal  and  collateral  cuts, 

towing  paths,  wharfs,  quays,  trenches,  sluices,  passages, 

watercourses,  or  conveniences  aforesaid,  or  any  of  them,*' 

should  ''  be  made,  to  the  mines,  minerals,  or  quarries, 

Ijing  or  being  within  or  under  the  lands  or  grounds  to 

be  set  out  or  made  use  of  for  such  canal  and  collateral 

cuts,  towiug  paths,  wharfs,  quays,  or  other  conveniences 

aforesaid,  or  any  of  them ;  but  all  such  mines,  minerals, 

-And  quarries,"  were  thereby  ^'  reserved  to  such  lord  or 

^ords  of  such  manor  or  manors,  or  of  such  common  or 

^^raste  grounds,  and  to  such  owner  or  owners  of  such 

I3anda  or  grounds  respectively,  their  heirs  or  assigns; 

.And  that  it''  should  and  might  ^'  be  lawful  to  and  for  the 

ISord  or  lords  of  such  manor  or  manors,  common  or  waste 

ounds,  or  such  owner  or  owners  of  such  Jands  or 

ounds   respectively    (subject    to  the   conditions  and 

strictions  herein  contained)  to  work  all  such  mines  and 

^^Kjuarries,  and  to  take  and  carry  away  all  such  coals,  iron- 

^^tone,  and  minerals,  as"  should  '^  be  gotten  therein,  to 

^118  and  their  own  use ;  provided  that  in  working  such 

^vnines  and  quarries  no  injury  be  done  to  the  said  naviga- 

*Wion ;  anything**  in  the  Act  "  contained  to  the  contrary 

notwithstanding." 

Under  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  this  Act  the 

^laintiflb  made  the  canal  and  the  collateral  cuts,  and  also 

^!ertun  reservoirs  for  supplying  them  with  water,  on 

certain  common  or  waste  lands  within  the  manor  of 

Mingsunnford,    in   the   county  of   Stafford;  under  an 

agreement  for  the  purchase  of  those  lands,  with  the  late 

Tiscount  Dudley  and  Wardy  who  was  then  the  lord  of 

2  B  2 
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I860.  that  manor,  and  as  such  entitled  to  the  soil  of  the  lands 
Stousbeidgx  ^"  question,  and  the  minerals  under  the  same.  By  inden- 
^J^^^^  ture,  dated  16th  January,  1784,  made  between  the  said 
Lord  Dudley  and  Ward  and  the  plaintifis,  after  reciting 
that  the  former,  in  pursuance  of  stat.  16  G.  3.  c.  xzTiiL, 
had  agreed  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  Company,  for  the 
use  of  the  said  navigation,  the  parcels  of  land  therein 
mentioned,  hb  Lordship  conveyed  the  same  to  the  Com- 
pany in  fee ;  excepting  and  reserving  to  him  and  the 
persons  entitled  in  remainder  to  the  {lossession  and 
inheritance  of  the  said  lands  for  the  time  being,  and  to 
his  and  their  heirs  and  assigns  respectively,  all  mines  of 
coal,  limestone,  ironstone  and  other  minerals  in  and 
under  the  said  lands  or  any  part  thereof:  with  liberty  of 
working  and  getting  the  same  in  such  manner  as  was 
directed  and  prescribed  by  the  said  Act  of  Parliament. 
This  deed,  which  contained  a  covenant  by  Lord  Dudley 
and  Ward  for  quiet  enjoyment,  was  to  be  deemed  part  of 
the  case.  In  the  same  year,  but  after  the  execution  of 
this  conveyance,  an  inclosure  Act  was  passed,  for  inclos- 
ing the  common  and  waste  lands  in  the  manor  of  KmyM^ 
winford.  The  Commissioners  appointed  by  this  Act 
(which  was  also  to  be  deemed  part  of  the  case,  but  to 
which  it  is  unnecessary  further  to  refer)  allotted  to  the 
Company  a  piece  of  land,  parcel  of  the  manor;  and  the 
Company  thereupon  built,  upon  that  piece  of  land,  a 
dam  to  one  of  their  before  mentioned  reservoirs.  The 
late  Lord  Dudley  an4  Ward  died  in  1833,  and  thereupon 
the  devisees  in  trust  under  his  will  became  the  lords  of 
the  manor  of  Kingswinford,  In  1843,  these  trustees, 
who  were  then  possessed  of  and  working  very  extensive 
mineral  property  in  the  neigbourhood,  were  desirous  of 
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getting  the  coal  under  and  within  the  distance  of  twelve        I860. 


yards  of  the  said  reservoir  and  the  works  thereof;  and   stoubbri 


thej  accordingly,  on  10th  November^  1843,  gave  a  written 
notice,  under  their  hands,  to  the  clerk  of  the  Company, 
of  such  desire,  and  of  their  intention  to  work  the  same, 
and  to  open,  dig,  sink  and  carry  on  the  necessary  works 
and  operations  for  that  purpose.    The  Company  did  not, 
after  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  inspect  or  cause  to  be 
inspected  the  said  mines ;  or  refuse  to  permit  the  said 
trustees  to  work  such  part  thereof  as  lay  under  the  said 
znesenroir  and  works,  or  within  twelve  yards  thereof.  The 
^xostees,  after  giving  the  said  notice,  continued  to  work 
nines  near  to  the  said  reservoir  and  dam,  though  not 
^within  twelve  yards  of  them,  until  the  year  1853 ;  when 
^Jie  defendant,  under  the  limitations  of  the  will  of  the 
Xsite  Lord  Dudley  and  Ward,  became  lord  of  the  manor 
^^f  J[tnffstmnfard,  and  owner  of  the  mines  mentioned  in  the 
sc^otice.      Subseqi^ntly  to  that  time  the  defendant  con- 
'Cinaed  working  the  said  mines ;  and,  in  the  years  1853, 
X854  and  1855,  worked  and  got  large  quantities  of  coal, 
c^s  well  under  and  within  twelve  yards  of  the  said  reser- 
^^oir  and  under  and  within  twelve  yards  of  the  sud  dam 
^liereof,  as  also  beyond  such  distance  of  twelve  yards 
x-«spectively.     The  construction  of  the  said  reservoir  and 
^am  had  increased  the  liability  of  the  surface  to  damage 
:fxom  minbg  operations  underneath,  and  the  defendant, 
lay  working  the  said  mines,  caused  damage  to  the  said 
sreeenroir  and  dam.     If  the  land  where  the  said  reservoir 
auid  dam  were  constructed  had  remained  in  its  original 
state  as  a  common,  a  portion  of  the  surface  would  have 
\ieen  let  in,  and  the  grass  growing  thereon  destroyed, 
by  the  defendant's  mining  operations.     The  quantity  of 
grass  so  destroyed  would,  however,  have  been  so  small 
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For  the  purposes  of  the  case  it  was  to  be  taken  as 
admitted  that  the  defendant  worked  the  said  mines  in 
the  usual  and  ordinary  mode  of  working  mines  in  the 
district ;  and  was  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  in  work- 
ing them,  save  in  working  them  without  leaving  suffi- 
cient support  for  the  said  reservoir  and  dam ;  i^  upon 
the  facts  stated^  the  Company  were  entitled  to  have  such 
support  left  in  working  the  mines.  The  Court  was  to 
have  power  to  draw  all  such  inferences  of  fact  as  a  jury 
might  properly  draw. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was.  Whe- 
ther the  plaintifEs  were  entided  to  recover  for  the  injury 
done  by  the  working  of  the  said  mines  or  any  part 
thereo£ 


Manisiy,  for  the  plaintifls.  The  plaintiffs  are  entitled 
to  recover.  They  had  a  right  to  the  support  of  the  land 
immediately  underneath  their  reservoir,  which  was  con- 
structed on  land  purchased  by  them  from  the  defendant's 
ancestor  in  1784.  By  p.  737  of  their  Act,  the  plaintifis 
were  required  to  make  satisfaction  for  all  damages  to  be 
sustained  by  the  owners  of  lands  taken  for  or  prejudiced 
by  the  execution  of  the  powers  of  the  Act.  The  depri- 
vation of  the  right  to  work  the  mines,  beneath  the  reser- 
voir, in  the  direction  of  the  surface,  beyond  the  point 
which  would  leave  sufficient  support  for  the  reservoir,  was 
damage  for  which  the  defendant's  ancestor  was  entitled 
to  compensation  under  this  provision,  and  for  which  it 
must  now  be  assumed  that  he  received  compensation 
from  the  plaintifis.  At  p.  795  there  is  an  express  pro- 
hibition upon  the  owners  of  mioes  or  minerals,  fix>m 
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or  ground  lying  under,  or  within  the  distance  of  twelve    stourbridos 

yards  firom,  any  reservoir  of  the  plaintiffs,  without  their 

^Titten  consent  under  seal.     At  p.  798,  the  owners  of 

mines  are  authorized  to  work  them,  but  only  ^^  so  as  no 

injury  or  damage  be  done  thereby  to  the  said  navigation/' 

So,  at  p.  816,  a  similar  power  is  given  to  the  lords  of 

manors  and  others,  but  only  ^'  provided  that  in  working 

sach  mines  and  quarries  no  injury  be  done  to  the  said 

saavigationi*'    The  other  side  will  rely  on  the  power 

^p'veu,  at  p.  797,  to  the  owners  of  mines  lying  under 

^be  canal  or  reservoirs,  or  within  the  distance  of  twelve 

^ards  of  them,   to  work  the  same,  after  giving  three 

vnontbs' written  notice  to  the  plaintiffs  of  their  intention 

^o  do  so;  and  provided  the  plaintiffs  should  not,  within 

shirty  days  after  the  receipt  of  such  notice,  have  the 

lines  inspected  and  refuse  to  allow  them  to  be  worked. 

[t  ¥rill  be  contended  for  the  defendant  that,  inasmuch  as 

:;he  required  notice  was  given  to  the  plaintiffs  so  far  back 

1843,  and  they  never  caused  the  mines  to  be  inspected, 

^Dr  refused  to  permit  them  to  be  worked,  in  which  event 

Shey  would  have  been  obliged  to  pay  compensation,  they 

Slave  no  ground  of  complaint  against  the  defendant  for 

"'^Bvorking  them  within  the  twelve  yards'  distance.     Con- 

^^eding,  however,  that  the  omission  to  inspect,  on  the 

'^BTt  of  the  plaintiffs,  gave  the  defendant  the  right  to 

"^Hrork  the  mines,  such  right  was  nevertheless  subject  to 

tiie  obligation,  imposed  upon  him  by  other  parts  of  the 

statute,  so  to  work  them  as  to  do  no  damage  to  the  plain- 

liflB*   property.      In   Caledonian  Railway   Company  v. 

JSprot  (a)  the  plaintiffs'  railway  had  been  made  under 

the  powers  of  an  Act  which  authorized  them  to  take 


(a)  2  Macq.  Sc,  Ap.  Ca,  449, 
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I860.  lands  for  the  purpose,  and  anthorized  the  owners  of  lands 
Stotjkbbidob  taken  to  reserve  the  minerals  under  them,  and  to  work 
such  mines  after  giving  security  to  the  plaintifis  for  all 
damages  and  injury  which  might  result.  It  ^nrasheld  by 
the  House  of  Lords  that  a  conveyance  of  land  to  the 
plaintifis  for  the  purposes  of  the  line,  gave  a  right  by 
implication  to  all  reasonable  subjacent  and  adjacent  sup- 
port connected  with  the  subject-matter  of  the  conveyance ; 
and  therefore  that,  although  in  the  conveyance  the 
minerals  were  reserved,  the  grantor  was  not  entitled  to 
work  them,  even  under  his  own  land,  in  any  manner 
calculated  to  endanger  the  railway.  [ffiOes  J.  In 
Fletcher  v.  Great  Western  Bailtoay  Company  (o)  Martin  B. 
points  out  that  that  case  turned  upon  the  construction 
of  the  conveyance  regulating  the  rights  of  the  parties 
between  themselves,  independently  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment] The  conveyance  in  Caledonian  RailtDay  Com" 
panjf  y.  Sprot  {b)  had  to  be  construed  with  reference  to 
the  Company's  Act,  no  less  than  the  conveyance  in  the 
present  case.  The  statute  now  in  question,  moreover, 
clearly  prohibits  such  a  working  of  the  mines,  under 
lands  which  have  been  conveyed  to  the  plaintifis,  as  shall 
do  injury  to  the  navigation.  Dudley  Canal  Naviyation 
Company  v.  Grazehrook  (c)  is  no  doubt  undistinguisb- 
able  from  the  present  case,  and  is  a  direct  authority 
against  the  plaintifis.  That  decision  is,  however,  open 
to  review  in  this  Court,  and  cannot  be  supported.  It 
proceeded  upon  the  erroneous  view  of  the  law  enun- 
ciated by  Littledale  J.,  at  p.  68  of  the  report,  namely, 
that,  if  there  had  been  no  Act  of  Parliament  in  the  case, 
and  a  man  had  sold  the  land  to  the  Company,  reserving 
all  mines  to  himself,  he  would  have  been  entitled  to 

(a)  4  it  #  JV;  242. 253.  {b)  2  Macq.  Sc.  Ap,  Ca.  449. 

(c)  IB.fM.  &9. 
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e  mines  in  the  usual  way,  even  if  he  had  thereby        1860. 

mage  to  the  Company.  According  to  that  stqurbbidoe 
^e  owner  of  surface  soil  is  not  entitled  at  common 
.^  to  the  support  of  the  subjacent  strata ;  a  doctrine  now 
exploded  by  the  cases  of  Humphries  v.  Brogden  (a)  and 
Caledonian  Railway  Company  v.  Sprot{b).  [Martin  B. 
In  delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court  in  Dtidky 
Canal  Navigation  Company  v.  Grazebrook  (c)  Bayley  J. 
says,  ^*  It  is  not  necessary  to  give  any  opinion  whether 
the  defendants  could  have  got  their  minerals  in  any 
manner  that  they  pleased,  without  being  liable  to  an 
action.  The  point  for  our  decision  is,  whether  they  are 
lespoDsible  for  the  damage  done  to  the  plaintiffs,  by 
working  their  own  mines  in  the  ordinary  and  usual 
mode.'^  That  is  the  same  proposition  which  Littledale  J. 
had  enunciated.  It  is  no  longer  law  that  the  owner  of 
mines  may  work  them  in  the  ordinary  and  usual  mode, 
even  if  he,  in  so  doing,  takes  away  the  support  to  the  sur- 
fiice.  In  the  next  place,  even  should  the  Court  consider 
that  the  plaintifis  are  not  entitled  to  support  for  their 
works  from  the  mines  which  are  worked  by  the  defendant 
within  twelve  yards  of  them,  they  are  clearly  entitled 
to  such  support  from  all  such  mines  of  the  defendant  as 
lie  worked  beyond  that  distance  and  diminish  such 
support  With  respect  to  these  latter  mines  the  Act  of 
Parliament  does  not  apply,  and  the  plaintifi^'  common 
law  right  remains  unprejudiced;  North  Eastern  Railway 
Coaqfony  v.  JSlKott  (d).  [miles  J.  I  do  not  find  it 
Hated  in  the  case  that  the  plaintifis'  works  have  sustained 


(a)  12  Q.  B,  739.  (5)  2  Macq,  8c.  Ap,  Ca.  449. 

(e)lB.^Ad.69.e8. 

(i)  Before  Wood  V.  C.»  1  John,  4"  Bern.  145.    Affirmed  on  appeal,  by 
iKsd  Com^pbdl,  L.  C,  2  De  G.  F,  ^  J,  423. 
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1860.       &ny  damage  from  the  working  of  the  defendant's  mines 
Stourbbidgs  beyond  the  twelve  yards  distance.] 

{Manisfy  also  contended  that  the  notice  of  1843,  given 
to  the  plaintiffs  by  the  late  Lord  Dudley's  trustees,  was 
invalid;  and,  further,  that,  on  the  true  construction 
of  the  Inclosure  Act,  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the 
support  of  such  of  the  defendant's  mines  as  were 
worked  under  the  dam  constructed  on  land  allotted  to 
the  plaintiffs  under  that  Act.  He  ultimately,  however, 
abandoned  both  these  points.) 

Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly,  for  the  defendant.  In  the  first  place, 
no  question  is  raised  by  the  case  as  to  any  damage  arising 
to  the  plaintiffs'  works  from  the  working  of  the  defend- 
ant's mines  beyond  the  twelve  yards'  distance  from  them. 
[Martin  B.  You  need  not  trouble  yourself  oh  that 
point,  which  is  evidently  a  mere  afterthought  on  the  part 
of  the  plaintiffs.]  The  only  remaining  question,  then, 
is,  whether  the  case  of  Dudley  Canal  Navigation  Com^ 
pany  v.  Grazebrook  (a)  is  or  is  not  now  to  be  overruled. 
That  case  is  good  law.  The  dictum  in  it  of  Littledak  J., 
on  which  stress  has  been  laid  by  the  other  side,  forms 
no  part  of  the  judgment,  and  refers  to  a  question  not 
raised  by  the  case ;  namely,  what  would  have  been  the 
rights  of  the  parties  at  common  law,  apart  from  the  plain- 
tiffs*Act  of  Parliament.  As  in  that  case,  so  in  the  present, 
the  rights  of  the  parties  depend,  to  adopt  the  language  of 
the  judgment  (&),  "alt(^ether  on  the  construction  of  the 
Act  of  Parliament  under  which  the  plaintiffs  made  their 
canaL  They  have  no  rights  except  what  were  given  by  that 
Act;  the"  defendant  ''had  the  property  in  the  soil  and 
mines,  and  all  the  rights  of  enjoying  that  property  before 
the  Act,  and''  he  ''still"  retains  "all  that  the  Act  has 


(a)  I  B.  #  Ad.  59.  68. 


{h)  1  B,  #  Ad.  69. 
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Dot  taken  away.''      The  facts  in  both  cases  are  similar, 
and  the  language  of  the  respective  Acts  almost  identical. 
The  Court  must  give  effect  to  the  power  to  work  the 
mines,  even  within  the  twelve  y ards'distance  from  the  canal, 
given  to  the  mine  owner  by  p.  797of  the  Act  now  under  con- 
sideration. It  is  the  plaintiffs*  own  fault,  if  they  desired  to 
prevent  him  from  so  doing,  that  they  did  not,  on  receipt 
of  a  notice  in  pursuance  of  that  provision,   take  the 
course  pointed  out  by  the  statute ;  by  causing  the  mines 
to  be  inspected  and  paying  a  compensation  for  their 
refusal  to  let  them  be  worked.     The  statute  expressly 
empowers  the  owner  to  work  the  mines  on  the  plaintiffs* 
failure  to  adopt  that  course ;  and  imposes  on  the  plaln- 
liflb  the  obligation  of  purchasing  the  mines,  if  unwilling 
^o  allow  then  to  be  worked.    The  provisoes,  at  pp.  798 
^sd  816,  that  the  owners  of  mines  are  to  do  no  injury 
or   damage   to  the  navigation  in  working  the  minecf, 
c^annot  be  treated  as  abrogating  the  express  power  given 
^o  the  owners  at  p.  797,  to  work  them  within  twelve 
yards   of  the  canal,  in  the  event  of  a  failure  by  the 
plaintiffs  to  purchase  them.     Otherwise,  the  plaintiffs 
night  always  avoid  the  necessity  of  purchasing  the  mines, 
^ndy  nevertheless,  provided  that  injury  was  done  to  their 
property  by  the  working,   might  bring  an  action  for 
damages,  or  obtain  an  injunction  in  Chancery  to  prevent 
tlie  working  which  they  had  never  prohibited.     In  the 
judgment  in    Dudley    Canal  Navigation    Company  v. 
Grazdnrook  (a)  it  is  said,  with  reference  to  a  similar 
proTiso  in  the  Act  there  in  question,  requiring  the  owner 
of  mines  to  do  no  injury,  in  working  them,  to  the  navi- 
gation ;  **  If  this  proviso  is  to  be  construed  literally,  it  is 
inconsistent  with  the  sixty-second  section  {b) ;  for  if  the 

(tf)  1  B.  #  Ad,  74. 

(i)  Wliich  WM,  in  substance,  the  same  as  p.  797  of  slat.  16  0, 3.  ^  zzTiil 
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1860.  owner  in  working  mines  is  to  be  responsible  at  aU  evenii 
Stourb&idqb  ^^^  ^°J  i^juiy  or  damage  only  to  the  canal,  would  the 
^Jj^Jj^  Company  ever  purchase  the  minerals  from  such  owner? 
The  provision  as  to  the  purchase  would  be  nugatory. 
The  only  reasonable  mode  of  reconciling  these  sectioos 
is,  to  say  that  the  proviso"  **  is  to  be  construed  with 
some  qualification,  viz. ;  either  that  the  party  working 
the  mines  is  to  do  no  unnecessary  damage  or  injuiy  to 
the  navigation,  or  no  extraordinary  damage  or  injuiy  by 
working  them  out  of  the  ordinary  or  usual  mode.  With 
this  limitation  all  the  parts  of  the  Act  are  consistent  with 
each  other."  The  suggestion  made  by  the  other  side, 
that  the  late  Lord  fVard  must  have  been  compensated 
for  his  interest  in  the  mines  when  the  plaintifis  bought  the 
surface,  is  wholly  unfounded.  It  was  at  tha^time  uncer- 
tain whether  the  mines  would  ever  be  worked ;  and,  in 
fact,  notice  of  an  intention  to  work  them  was  notgiven  by 
the  vendor's  representatives  to  the  plaintifis  till  fifty-seven 
years  had  elapsed  from  the  purchase.  Moreover,  an  as- 
sumption that  the  plaintifis  not  only  bought  the  surfiM^ 
but  at  the  same  time  made  compensation  for  the  mines 
and  minerals  beneath,  would  be  opposed  to  the  policy  of 
the  Legislature,  which,  in  passing  railway  and  canal 
Acts,  exempts  Companies  from  the  obligation  of  pur- 
chasing, in  the  first  instance,  more  than  the  surface, 
which  alone  they  require ;  leaving  the  compensation  to 
be  paid  for  the  support  to  the  surface  from  underlying 
mines  for  future  determination,  when,  if  ever,  the  mine 
owner  wishes  to  work  them  ;  Fletcher  v.  Great  Western 
Bailway  Company  (a).  Caledonian  Raihoay  Company 
V.  Sprot  {b)  turned  upon  the  efiect,  independently  of  any 
Parliamentary  enactment,  of  the  conveyance  of  the  land 
to  the  Company,  which  was  an  ordinary  common  law  con- 
(a)  4J?;#A.242.  (h)  2Macq.S$.Ap,Qi,A4Q. 
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veyance.    It  appears  from  the  report  that  the  Act  under       i860, 
which  the  Caledonian  Railway  was  originally  formed  stourbridob 


contained  no  clause  empowering  the  Company  to  stop 
the  workings  of  mines  if  they  chose.    North  Eastern 
RoQway  Company  v.  ElUott  (a)  was  a  case  the  circum* 
stances  in  which  were  peculiar.  It  is,  however,  in  favour 
of  the   defendant,   so  far  as  regards  the  working  of 
the  mines  within  twelve  yards  of  the  reservoir ;  and 
Wood  y.  C.  did  not  dispute  the  soundness  of  the  deci- 
sion in  Dudley  Canal  Navigation  Company  v.  Graze^ 
^rook  (b\  which  he  thought,  having  regard  to  the  different 
language  of  the  respective  Acts  involved  there  and  in 
mJie  case  before  him,  was  distinguishable.     Wyrky  Canal 
^hmpany  v.  Bradley  (c)  is  another  authority  directly  in 
point  to  sh^w  that  the  plaintiffs,  not  having  pursued  the 
^sooiBe  pointed  out  by  the  statute  to  prevent  the  defen- 
«3ant  firom  working  the  mines,  have  now  no  cause  of 
ction  against  him* 
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Manisty^  in  reply.     The  Act  under  consideration  in 

^ytUy  Canal  Company  v.  Bradley  (c),  as  the  reporter 

'poiiits  out  in  note  (a)  to  p.  371  of  the  report,  did  not 

^sontain    a  proviso   restraining  the  mine   owner  from 

cooing  injury  to  the  navigation  in  working  the  mines. 

^t  the  same  page  Dauncey^  arguendo,  mentions  a  case 

of    Birmingham  Canal  Company  v.  Hawkesford^  tried 

l>efore  Lawrence  J.,  in  which  that  Company,  whose  Act 

did  contain  such  a  proviso,  obtained  a  verdict. 


Mabtin  B.     We  are  all  of  opinion  that  the  judgment 
of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  must  be  affirmed.  Mr. 

(a)  Before  Wood  V.  C,  1  John.  #•  Hem.  145^    Affirmed  on  appeal,  by 
Lwd  Campbell,  Jj.  C,  2  Be  G,  F.  ^  J.  423. 
(A)  1  B.  #  Ad.  59.  (c)  7  Eaj<t,  308. 
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]660.       Mantsty  in  the  first  instance  made  three  points.     As  to 
Stoubbridqe  ^^®  ^^^*  ^®  admitted  that  Dudley    Canal  Navigation 
l^^tion     Company  v.  Grazebrooh  (a)  was  a  direct  authority  against 
▼•  the  plaintiffs,  and  undistinguishable  from  the   present 

DuDLST.  case ;  and  that,  unless  we  now  overruled  that  decision, 
we  must  give  judgment  against  them.  The  second  point, 
that  no  suflScient  notice  of  intention  to  work  the  mines 
was  given  to  the  plaintiffs,  he  abandoned  without  argu- 
ment. The  third  point,  as  to  the  plaintiffs'  right  of 
support  for  so  much  of  their  works  as  are  constructed  oh 
land  allotted  to  them  under  the  Inclosure  Act,  failed  on 
the  facts ;  for  it  was  not  found  that  these  works  had  not 
increased  the  weight  on  the  strata  of  land  below  the 
surface.  We  come  back  then  to  the  first  point  And  as 
to  this,  speaking  for  myself,  I  am  of  opinion  that  Dudley 
Canal  Navigation  Company  v.  Grazehrook  (a)  was  rightly 
decided ;  and,  had  I  now  to  consider  the  point  for  the 
first  time,  I  should  decide  it  in  the  same  way.  It  seems 
to  me  that  when,  as  in  that  case  and  in  the  present,  there 
is  a  clause  in  an  Act  of  Parliament  empowering  a 
mine  owner  to  give  notice  to  a  Company,  which,  has 
purchased  the  surface  soil,  of  his  intention  to  work  the 
mines  below ;  empowering  the  Company  thereupon  to 
have  the  mines  inspected,  and,  if  they  choose,  to 
prohibit  the  working  and  compensate  the  owner  for  the 
prohibition ;  and  empowering  the  owner,  in  the  absence 
of  such  inspection,  prohibition  and  compensation  by  the 
Company,  to  act  upon  his  notice  and  work  the  mines  : 
the  Company  have  no  ground  of  complaint  or  cause 
of  action  against  the  mine  owner,  if  he,  on  their  fiulure 
to  comply  with  the  Act,  proceeds  to  work  the  mines  in 
the  ordinary  and  usual  mode,  and  in  so  doing  occasions 
an  injury  to  the  Company's  property.  As  to  the  plain- 
(fl)  1  B,  #  Ad,  6». 
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tifl^  contention,  founded  on  the  subsequent  proviso  in        1860. 

the  Act  before  us,  that  the  mine  owner,  in  working  the   Stourbridok 

mines,  is  to  do  no  iojurj  to  the  navigation  ;  I  think  that 

Sir  Fitzray  Kelly  has  given  the  true  answer  to  it,  in 

saying  that  the  proviso  is  to  be  read  and  construed  as 

subordinate  to  the  main  clauses  of  the  Act.     The  case  of 

North  Eastern  Railway  Company  v.  Elliott  (a)  has  been 

cited  for  the  plaintiffs  in  support  of  the  position  that  they 

are  at  all  events  entitled  to  maintain  their  action  for 

the  injury  arising  to  their  works  from  the  working  of  the 

defendant's  mines  at  a  greater  distance  than  twelve  yards 

fiom  the  reservoir.     The  present  case,  however,  does  not 

distingubh  between  the  effect  of  the  workings  within 

and  beyond  that  distance.     No  damage  is  shewn  to  have 

been  occasioned,  otherwise  than   by  the  working  of  the 

mines  within  the  twelve  yards'  distance.     And  with 

regard  to  damage  thus  caused.  North  Eastern  Bailway 

Company  v.  EUiott  (a)  appears  to  be  in  conformity  with 

our  view :  so  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether 

we  concur  with  that  decision,  so  far  as  it  bears  upon  the 

question  of  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintifis  from 

workings  beyond  the  distance  of  twelve  yards. 


WiLLES  J.  and  Channell  B.  concurred. 

Btles  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.      I  found  my 
judgment  entirely  upon  the  case  of  Dudley  Canal  Navi* 
jQtianCompanyylGrazebrook{b)f  which  was  decided  thirty 
years  ago  and  has  been  considered  good  law  ever  since. 

Keating  J.  and  Wilde  B.  concurred. 

Judgment  affirmed. 

(a)  Before  Wood  V.  C,  1  John,  ^  Hem,  145.    Affirmed  on  appeal,  by 
Ux^Campbea,UC.,2DeG,F,^J.^Z.    ' 

(b)  1  S.  i  Ad.  59, 
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Hewer  against  Cox, 


/^  ASE  stated  under  an  interpleader  order. 

On  17th  September,  I860,  the  sherifis  of  London, 
seized,  under  a  writ  of  fi.  fa.,  at  the  suit  of  the  defen- 
dant Cox,  in  an  action  bj  him  against  one  WilUam 
Godson,  certain  goods  and  chattels  which,  on  10th  Febru- 
ary, 1859,  before  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  the  sherifis, 
had  been  assigned  by  the  said  William  Godson  and  one 
John  Hogben,  the  owners  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels, 
to  Sie  TaHdity  by  bill  of  sale  to  the  plaintifi*  Hetcer.  On  18th  February, 
^fw^^ikLt  ^859,  a  copy  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  also  an  affidavit, 
Jnf!^^^«       ™ade  under  stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36.,  were  filed  under 

tnat  person.  ' 

G,  4'  IT.,       ^jjg  provisions  of  that  Act     At  the  time  of  the  ezecu- 

printers  cairy-  * 

'^    *       tion  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  of  the  filing  of  the  copy 


Stat.  17  &  18 
Vict,  c.  36. 
»,  1.  requires 
a  descnption 
of  the  resi- 
dence and 
occupation  of 
the  person 

main  Tig  a  bill 

of  sale  of  per- 
sonal chattels 
to  be  filed 
with  every 
such  bill  of 


ing  on  busi- 
ness in  copart- 
nership in 
New  Street, 
Blackfrtare, 
in  the  city  of 
London^hxii 
not  sleeping 
there,  having 
made  a  bill  of 
sale  of  the 
partnership 
ffoods,  the 
description 
filed  with  the 
bill  stated 
that  they  were 
printers  and 
copartners,  residing  at  New  Street j  Blackfriars,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex. 

Held  that  the  description  was  sufficient,  and  the  bill  of  sale  valid :  for  that  no  creditor 
of  (?.  ^  H.  could  have  been  misled  as  to  their  identity  with  the  persons  described,  had 
the  description  merely  sp-ecified  New  Street,  Blackfriars,  as  their  place  of  residence  ;  and 
that  the  erroneous  addition,  *' in  the  county  of  Middlesex"  instead  of  " in  the  city  of 
Landont*  was  only  falsa  demonstratio. 

Held,  further,  that  New  Street,  BtacJcfriars,  was  the  residence  of  G,  f  H,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  statute. 


thereof,  and  of  the  swearing  and  filing  of  the  affidavit, 
the  said  John  Hogben  resided  at  2,  Holly  Cottages,  WeU 
lington  Place,  Stoke  Newington,  in  the  county  of  Middle^ 
sex,  and  the  said  WilUam  Godson  resided  at  Pals^ 
grave  Place,  Temple  Bar,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex ; 
and  both  carried  on  business  in  copartnership  as 
printers,  in  New  Street,  Blackfriars,  in  the  city  of  Zoii- 
don,  and  not  elsewhere,  but  did  not  sleep  there.     In  the 


V. 
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said  bill  of  sale  and  copy  thereof,  and  also  in  the  affi-  i860. 
davit,  the  said  William  Godson  and  John  Hogben  were  wettuk 
described  as  residing  at  New  Street^  Blackfriars,  in  the 
county  of  Middksex^  and  as  printers  and  copartners. 
There  is  no  such  place  as  New  Street^  Blackfriars,  in  the 
county  of  JUiddksex,  unless  the  aforesaid  New  Street^ 
BlaekfriarSf  in  the  city  of  London,  can  be  so  considered. 

On  the  seizure  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  by  the 
sheriffs,  the  plaintiff  Hewer  claimed  them  as  his  property, 
by  virtue  of  the  said  bill  of  sale.  An  interpleader 
summons  was  thereupon  taken  out  by  the  sherI5s ;  upon 
which  fFilde  B.,  the  vacation  Judge,  made  an  order  by 
consent,  that  this  case  should  be  stated,  in  which  Hewer^ 
as  claimant,  should  be  plaintiff,  and  Coxy  as  execution 
creditor,  defendant. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
whether,  under  the  above  circumstances,  the  said  bill  of 
sale  was  duly  registered  within  the  intent  and  meaning 
of  Stat.  17&  18  Fic^c.86. 

Horace  Lloyds  for  the  plaintiff.  The  question  is, 
whether  the  description  of  the  residence  of  the  assignors 
under  the  bill  of  sale,  filed  with  the  copy  of  the  bill,  was 
suflBcient  to  satisfy  stat.  17  &  18  Vict  c,  36.  s.  1.,  which 
requires  **  a  description  of  the  residence  and  occupation 
of  the  person  making  or  giving  the"  bill  of  sale,  to  be 
filed  together  with  the  bill  itself,  or  a  copy  of  it,  and  an 
aflBdavit  of  the  time  at  which  it  was  made  or  given. 
The  description  is  amply  sufficient.  In  the  first  place, 
a  man*s  place  of  business  may  be  given  as  that  of  his 
residence,  although  he  sleeps  elsewhere ;  Blachwell  v. 
England  (a);  where  it  was  held  that  an  attorney*s 
(a)  8K^B.  641. 
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1860.        office  might  be  given  as  the  residence  of  that  attorney's 
Hewer       clerk.     That  decision  was  approved  and  acted  upon  in 

Q^j^         Attenbarough   v.    Thompson  (a),     [^fflghtman  J.      We 
are  all  agreed  that  those  cases  are  conclusive  in  your 
favour  on  this  point.]     Secondly,  the  situation  of  the 
place  of  residence  is  sufficiently  stated,  though  not  with 
strict  accuracy.  New  Street,  Blackfriars,  is  in  the  county 
of  Middlesex,  being  in  the  city  of  Londoru     Though  the 
city  of  London  is  distinct,  for  some  purposes,  from  the 
rest  of  the  county,  it  is  geographically  within  it    [Black- 
burn J.     You  may  argue  that  ^^  New  Street,  Blackfriars/* 
would  be  sufficient,  without  the  addition  of  '*in  the  city 
of  London  ;"  and  that,  therefore,  the  addition  *'  in  the 
county  of  Middlesex,*'  could  not  mislead  any  one.]  Yes : 
the  test  is,  whether  the  description  would  give  sufficient 
information,  or  would  mislead.     In  Bouth  v.  Botdflot  (6) 
Lord  Campbell  C.  J.  says  ^'I  lay  down  no  rule  but  this, 
that  the  affidavit  required  by  the  statute  must  give  such 
information  as  reasonable  persons  would  require."  Rea- 
sonable persons,  dealing  with  the  firm  of  Godson  and 
Hogben,  could  require  no  further  information  of  their 
residence,  than  that  it  was  in  New  Street,  Blackfriars. 
There  is  but  one  place  within  the  limits  of  the  county  of 
Middlesex,  which   answers  that  description.     There  is 
therefore  nothing  untrue  in  the  description  as  it  stands;  as 
there  was  in  the  case  of  Allen  v.  Thompson  (c),  where 
the  assignor  of  a  bill  of  sale  was  described  merely  as  a 
"  gentleman'*  by  occupation,  whereas  he  had  a  specific 
occupation,  being  a  clerk  in  a  public  office.     [Raymond, 
contra,  mentioned  Collins  v.  Goodyer  (<f).]     In  that  case 
it  was  held  that  *  Dorset  Place,   Clapham  Road^  Mid* 

(«)  2K^  N.  659.  (*)  1  ^  #  E.  850. 
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Hesex*  was  not  a  description  of  the  true  place  of  abode        i860, 
of  a  deponenty  within  the   meaning  of  a  rule   of  this        hewer 
Court,  Mich.  15.  Car.  2,  the  Dorset  Place  in  question         q^^^ 
being  in  Surrey,     There,  however,  the  wrong  county 
was  mentioned ;  moreover,  the  requirements  of  the  rule 
of  Court  were  more  stringent  than  those  of  stat.  17  &  18 
VicL  c.  36.  s.  1. 

Haymond,  contrL     The  requirements  of  the  statute 
liave  not  been  complied  with :    and  unless  they  are 
strictly  complied  with,  the  statute  makes  the  bill  of  sale 
^^^oid  against  the  creditors  of  the  assignors.     Whether 
therefore,  or  not,  the  inaccuracy  of  the  description  of  the 
^assignors'  residence  would  mislead  any  one,  the  defen- 
^3ant,  as  execution  creditor,  is  entitled  to  insist  on  his 
aright  to  the  goods.     [Blackburn  J.     The  question  is, 
"^hat  is  meant,  in  the  statute,  by  a  description  of  the 
^residence  of  an  assignor.     Must  it  not  refer  to  a  descrip- 
tion such  as  an  ordinary  man  would  understand  ?]  Even 
^idopting  that  view,  ordinary  men  living  at  a  distance 
:Ctooi  London,  would  be  misled  by  the  description  in  the 
present  case.     [JVightman  J.     Not  so,  if  they  made  any 
5.nquiry.]     A  creditor  is  not  bound  to  make  any  inquiry. 
■jThe  description  **New  Street,  Blackfriars^  is  per  se 
insufficient.     There  may  be,  and  probably  are,   many 
^:>ther  places  in  England  called  Blackfriarsy  besides  that 
£n  the  city  of  London.     And  an  insufficient  description 
crannot  be  cured  by  the  addition  of  an  inaccuracy.  That 
'^vhich  is  incorrect  cannot  be  said  to  explain.     Collins  v. 
Coodyer  {a)  is  precisely  in  point  for  the  defendant.    No 
one  could  have  been  misled  there,  for  there  is  but  one 

(a)  2  J.  #  C  563. 
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1860.  Clapham  Road,  yet  the  Court  held  that  the  addition 
*^ Surrey'*  made  the  description  untrue.  The  rule  of 
Court  there  under  consideration  required  the  true  place 
of  abode  of  a  deponent  to  be  inserted  in  an  affidavit. 
So,  by  a  description  of  the  residence,  in  stat.  17  &  18 
Vict  c,  36.  s.  I.,  must  be  meant  a  true  description  of  the 
residence.  If  a  false  description  of  the  residence  is 
given,  the  statute  is  not  satisfied ;  and  it  is  no  answer  to 
the  objection  grounded  on  the  statute,  that  the  descrip- 
tion is  equivalent  to  a  true  one  and  cannot  mislead. 
Otherwise,  the  protection  given  by  the  Legislature  to 
creditors  might  in  numerous  cases  be  frittered  away. 
That  the  Act  must  be  strictly  complied  with  is  well  liud 
down  by  Watson  B.  in  giving  judgment  in  Pickard  v. 
Bretz  {a),  where  he  says  "Three  things  are  to  be 
stated  in  the  affidavit,  first,  the  time  the  bill  of  sale  was 
made  or  given ;  secondly,  the  residence ;  and,  thirdly, 
the  occupation  of  the  party  making  or  giving  it  The 
I^egislature  having  passed  an  Act  requiring  these  three 
things  to  be  done  for  the  prevention  of  fraud,  it  is  not 
for  the  Courts  to  say  that  any  one  of  them  is  immaterial. 
I  can  well  understand  why  the  Legislature  should 
require  a  description  of  the  occupation."  I  agree  "  that, 
provided  the  affidavit  shews  the  occupation  by  reference 
to  the  bill  of  sale,  that  would  be  sufficient.  But  this 
affidavit  does  not ;  it  neither  states  what  the  occupation 
is,  nor  whether  the  occupation  mentioned  in  the  bill  of 
sale  is  correct.  We  should  fritter  away  the  Act  by 
saying  that  this  need  not  be  done,  when  the  statute  re- 
quires it."  [BlaMum  J.  Those  observations  would 
be  in  point  if,  in  the  present  case,  there  had  been  no 
description  of  the  place  of  residence  of  the  assignors.] 
(a)  5B,^N,9, 
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Horace  Lloyd^  in  reply.     The  protection  to  creditors  1860. 

contemplated  by  the  statute  is  suflSciently  afforded,  if  heweb 
the  aflidavit  satisfies  the  rule  laid  down  by  Lord  Camp-         q^^ 
hell  C.  J.  in  Routh  v.  Roublot  (a). 

(CocKBUBM  C.  J.  was  absent.) 

WiOHTMAK  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  there  is  a  suffi- 
oient  description  in  the  aflBdavit,  of  the  place  represented 
94  being  the  place  of  residence  of  the  persons  making 
^Iie  bill  of  sale,  to  satisfy  the  statute.     The  Act  recites 
diat  frauds  are  frequently  committed  upon  creditors  by 
^becret  bills  of  sale  of  personal  chattels.     The  object  of 
^Iie  Legislature  therefore  was  to  afford  creditors  facilities 
f«r  discovering  whether  any  of  the  persons  with  whom 
^Yiej  deal  has  made  a  bill  of  sale :  and,  in  order  to  effect 
-^Iiis  object,  it  requires  such  a  description  of  the  residence 
^^Tid  occupation  of  the  person  making  or  giving  such  a 
Is^ill   to  be  filed  as  shall  enable  that  person's  creditors  to 
S.<=lentify  him  and  take  precautions  accordingly.     Was, 
'^lien,  such  a  description  filed  in  the  present  case  ?     The 
^^vo  persons  making  this  bill  of  sale  carried  on  the  trade 
of  printers  in  partnership,  and  may,  no  doubt,  be  said 
^^>  have  resided  in  New  Street,  Blackfriars.     It  has  been 
i»«ttled  by  previous  decisions  that  a  person  may  be  said 
^o  reside  at  the  place  where  he  is  to  be  found  daily, 
although  he  sleeps  elsewhere.     The  question  is,  whether 
^be  description  of  the  residence  itself  is  sufficient.     It 
ms  described  as  Neto  Street^  Blackfriarsy  in  the  county  of 
JUiddkseXf  whereas  there  is  no  such  street  in  that  county, 
\>at  there  is  in  the  city  of  London.     Now  all  the  cre- 

(fl)  IK^E.  850. 
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I860.  ditors  of  these  particular  persons  would  be  likely  to 
Hewer  know  in  what  New  Street^  Blackfriars,  they  carried  on 
Qf^j^^  business ;  and  consequently,  I  think,  and  upon  this  I 
mainly  found  my  decision,  that  New  Street,  Blaekfriarw, 
without  more,  would  have  been  a  suflScient  descriptioD. 
To  this  description,  however,  an  addition,  untrue  in  fact^ 
has  been  appended ;  namely,  *^  in  the  county  of  Middle^ 
Ma:."  But  could  any  creditor  be  thereby  misled  ?  If  not, 
we  may  disregard  it.  And  I  think  that  it  could  mis- 
lead no  one.  It  is  true  that  in  Collins  v.  Goodyer  (a) 
this  Court  held  that  the  addition  of  a  wrong  county  to 
the  description  of  the  place  of  abode  of  a  deponent,  in 
an  aflSdavit  to  hold  to  bail,  vitiated  the  description.  That 
may  have  been  a  right  decision,  having  regard  to  the 
wording  of  the  rule  of  Court  involved ;  the  fact  that 
personal  liberty  was  in  question  may  also,  perhaps, 
have  influenced  the  Court.  It  was  given,  however,  many 
years  ago ;  and,  without  expressing  an  opinion  upon  it, 
we  need  only  say  that  the  present  is  not  a  case  in  pari 
materia. 

Hiix  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  agree  with 
my  brother  Wightman  that  in  order  to  gather  the  inten- 
tion of  the  Legislature  we  must  look  at  the  recital  in 
the  statute.  Now  the  recital  is,  that  **  Frauds  are  fre- 
quently committed  upon  creditors  by  secret  bills  of  sale 
of  personal  chattels,  whereby  persons  are  enabled  to 
keep  up  the  appearance  of  being  in  good  circumstances 
and  possessed  of  property,  and  the  grantees  or  holders 
of  such  bills  of  sale  have  the  power  of  taking  the  pro- 
perty of  such  persons,  to  the  exclusion  of  the  rest  of 

(a)  2  5.  #  C.  663. 
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their  creditors."    The  object  therefore,  was  to  protect        \S60. 

creditors ;  not  those,  only,  to  whom  money  might  be 

owing  from  the  assignor  at  the  time  of  giving  the  bill 

of  sale,  but  those,  also,  to  whom  he  might  afterwards,  in 

the  course  of  business,  become  indebted.      To  effect 

this  object  the  Act  proceeds  to  enact  that  every  bill  of 

sale,  tc^ether  with  an  affidavit  of  the  time  of  its  being 

given,  and  a  description  of  the  residence  and  occupation 

of  the  person  making  the  same,  shall  be  filed  within 

twenty-one  days  after  the  making ;  and  the  question  be- 

jfore  OS  is,  whether  in  the  present  instance  the  description 

of  the  residence  and  occupation  of  Godson  and  Hogberiy 

Uhe  persons  making  the  bill  of  sale,  was  sufficient  under 

«he  Act.     They  are  described  as  residing  at  New  Street, 

JUackfriars,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex^  and  as  printers 

«nd  copartners.     The  description  of  their  occupation  is 

^:orrect;  but  New  Street,  Blackfriars,  where  they  carry 

^)n  business,   is  not  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  but  in 

"^he  city '  of  London.     Now  I  take  it  that  if  the  words 

•^in  the  county  of  Middlesex,^'  had  been  omitted  from 

^he  description,  no  one  who  had  dealings  with  the  firm 

of  Godson  and  Hogben  could  have  doubted  for  a  moment, 

on  looking  at  the  register  of  bills  of  sale,  that  they  were 

^he  parties  intended  to  be  described.     The  question  then 

arises  whether  the  addition  of  the  words  "  in  the  county 

of  Middlesex  **  vitiates  the  description.     I  think  that  it 

<ioe8  not,  and  that  the  maxim  '^  falsa  demonstratio  non 

Bocet"  applies.    A  subsequent  erroneous  addition  to  the 

description  of  something  already  described  with  sufficient 

accuracy,  does  not  affect  its  validity.     We  should  be 

carrying  the  requirements  of  the  Act  further  than  the 

Legislature  intended,  were  we  to  hold  this  description 

insufficient; 
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1860.  Blackbubn  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinioD.      The 

gg^gj^      object  of  the  Act  was  to  protect  the  present  and  future 
^'  creditors  of  persons  giving  bills  of  sale  of  personal  chat- 

tels, and  to  prevent  such  creditors  from  being  deceived 
by  the  false  appearance  of  the  possession  bj  one  man  of 
property  which  had  been  assigned  to  another.  This 
object  is  carried  out  by  the  requirement  that  a  bill  of 
sale  shall,  within  a  speciBed  time  from  its  execution,  be 
registered,  together  with,  inter  alia,  a  description  of  the 
residence  and  occupation  of  the  person  or  persons  by 
whom  it  was  made.  I  do  not  find  that  any  necessity 
exists  for  mentioning  the  county  or  vill  in  which  that 
residence  is  situated;  all  that  is  required  is  that  the 
description  shall  be  such  as  to  convey  to  creditors  dealing 
with  the  maker  of  the  bill  of  sale,  a  reasonable  know- 
ledge of  the  identity  of  their  debtor  with  that  person.  I 
think,  therefore,  that  New  Street,  Blackfriarsy  would,  per 
se,  have  been  a  sufficient  description  of  the  residence  of 
the  persons  giving  the  bill  of  sale  now  in  question.  If 
so,  does  the  erroneous  addition,  ^^  in  the  county  of  Mid- 
dlesex,*' vitiate  the  description  ?  I  agree  with  my  brother 
Hill  that  it  does  not,  and  that  the  maxim  ^'  falsa  demon- 
stratio  non  nocet"  applies ;  as  he  has  stated  in  almost 
the  same  terms  as  those  used  by  Parke  B.  in  Llewellyn 
V.  Earl  of  Jersey  (a),  who  there  says,  "As  soon 
as  there  is  an  adequate  and  sufficient  definition^  with 
convenient  certainty,  of  what  is  intended  to  pass  by  a 
deed,  any  subsequent  erroneous  addition  will  not  vitiate 
it,  according  to  the  maxim  ^'  falsa  demonstratio  noa 
nocet.'"  Perhaps  if  the  addition  had  been  "in  the 
county  of  York,'^  or  if  the  name  6f  some  other  distant 

(a)  llM.fW.  183.  189. 
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county  had  been  inserted,  it  might  possibly  have  misled 
creditors,  and  so  have  vitiated  the  description.  But 
when  we  remember  that  the  county  of  Middlesex  abuts 
closely  upon  the  city  of  London  and,  indeed,  upon  New 
Street,  Blackfriars,  it  is  impossible  to  suppose  that  any 
creditor  of  the  assignors  can  have  failed  to  know  what 
New  Street,  Blackfriars,  was  meant  The  other  point, 
whether  or  not  a  man's  place  of  business,  at  which  he 
4loes  not  sleep,  can  be  deemed  to  be  his  residence,  has 
Leen  ab'eady  decided  in  the  affirmative  by  previous 
^^ises. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff. 
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The  Queen,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Church-  Wednesdau, 


wardens  and  Overseers  of  the  parish  of  Gates- 
head, appellants,  against  The  Inhabitants  of 
Elswick,  respondents  (a). 


NovemherllXni, 


^^N  an  appeal  by   the  parish  of  Gateshead,  in   the  c.  rented  and 

county  of  Vurham,  to  the  Midsummer  Quarter  ^und  floor 

of  a  house, 
consisting  of 
<^  shop  and  two  small  rooms.  Access  to  the  shop  and  the  rooms  was  gained  by  room 
^^oors  op^iing  out  of  a  passage.  This  passage  lea  through  the  house  from  the  street  in 
^i&ont  to  a  yard  at  the  back,  and  was  closed  by  the  house  front  door  at  one  end  and  a  back 
^«^oor  at  the  other.  K,  rented  and  occupied  the  upper  floor;  access  to  which  was  gained 
'^y  an  outside  staircase  leading  from  the  back  yam.  The  bottom  of  this  staircase  was 
^Bitnated  just  outside  the  back  door  of  the  passage,  and  K,  could  gain  it  either  from  the 
:^rear  of  the  house  in  the  first  instance,  or  by  entering  at  the  front  door  and  passing  through 
^%he  passage  to  the  rear.  C  and  K,  each  had  a  key  of  the  front  door,  which  door,  and  the 
^^laasage,  both  of  them  used  at  pleasure,  and  they  each  kept  clean  a  distinct  hiilf  of  the 
passage.    Both  front  and  back  doors  of  the  passage  were  kept  closed  at  night. 

^e&,  that  the  floor  rented  and  occupied  by  C.  was  not  "  a  separate  and  distinct 
^^weUing  house"  within  stat.  6  G^.  4.  c.  57.  a,  2.,  and  that,  therefore,  C,  (Ud  not  gain  a 
^ftettkment  by  renting  it. 

(a)  This  ease,  decided  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  has  been  accidentally 
-^misplaced. 
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1860.  Blackburn  J.     I  am  of  the  sair   r^ 

nKWEtt"   object  of  the  Act  was  to  protect  r'     ./ 
Cox         creditors  of  persons  giving  bills 

tels,  and  to  prevent  such  ere  a  the 

by  the  false  appearance  of  -^^      /j,|. 

property  \\-hicfa  had  br  oP  ^ 

object  is  carried  out  /)0^* 

sale  shall,  within  p  »  the  ^    ;i>  ® 

registered,  togct'  ^^,  ^he  town^^  ^^ 

residence  anr'  ^^^^^  consisting  of  ^ 

whom  it  V  ^  ^IjJ^Jj^  jj  ^^  admitted  ^7  y^ 

exists  V  ^  ^  gQQ^  settlement  by  renting  a  ^    j^ 

'^®***''        ^vided  the  said  tenement  was  a  separate  ^ 

J^^^^  dwelling-house  or  building. 

f/ie  house  in  question  consisted  of  three  floors.  £a 
jf(X>r  was  let  to  separate  tenants.     There  was  a  celt  ^ 
£oor  let  to  one  tenant,  which   it   is  not  necessary    ^ 
describe,  as  nothing  turns  upon  it,  further  than  that  it  h»^ 
a  distinct  access  of  its  own,  and  no  communication  wit^ 
the  rest  of  the  premises.  The  ground  floor,  consisting  of 
the  rooms  aforesaid,  was  let  to  the  pauper,  and  was  entered 
by  a  door  from  the  street,  which  led  into  a  passage  which 
led  through  the  house  into  a  yard  at  the  back,  and  was  shut 
off  from  the  street  in  front  by  a  front  door,  and  from  the 
yard  at  the  back  by  a  back  door.     Out  of  this  passage 
access  was  obtained  to  the  shop  and  rooms  occupied  by 
the  pauper  by  two  panneled  room  doors,  one  of  which 
led  into  the  shop,  and  the  other  into  one  of  the  rooms 
behind;  only  one  of  which  doors,  being  that   leading 
into  the  shop,  was  used  by  the  pauper,  the  other  one 
having  been  kept  locked  and  nailed  during  the  whole 
of  his  occupation.     The  shop  and  rooms  occupied  by 
the  pauper  communicated  internally  with  each  other. 
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I860.  SessioDS^  1860,  for  the  town  and  county  of  NewccuOe* 
"xheQuBEH  upon-Tyne^  against  an  order  of  justices  fur  the  removal 
Elswick.  ^^  ^°®  Benjamin  Coats  from  the  township  of  Elswick^  in 
the  borough  and  township  of  Newcastk-upon-Tyne,  to 
the  said  parish  of  Gatesltead^  the  Sessions  quashed  the 
order,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on  the  fol- 
lowing case. 

The  pauper,  in  the  year  1851,  rented  the  ground 
floor  of  a  house  in  Blenheim  Street^  in  the  township  of 
fFestffate,  in  NetDcastle-upon^Tyne^  consisting  of  a  shop 
and  two  small  rooms ;  which,  it  was  admitted  by  the 
respondents,  was  a  good  settlement  by  renting  a  tene- 
ment, provided  the  said  tenement  was  a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling-house  or  building. 

The  house  in  question  consisted  of  three  floors.  Each 
floor  was  let  to  separate  tenants.  There  was  a  cellar 
floor  let  to  one  tenant,  which  it  is  not  necessary  to 
describe,  as  nothing  turns  upon  it,  further  than  that  it  had 
a  distinct  access  of  its  own,  and  no  communication  with 
the  rest  of  the  premises.  The  ground  floor,  consisting  of 
the  rooms  aforesaid,  was  let  to  the  pauper,  and  was  entered 
by  a  door  from  the  street,  which  led  into  a  passage  which 
led  through  the  house  into  a  yard  at  the  back,  and  was  shut 
o6r  from  the  street  in  front  by  a  front  door,  and  from  the 
yard  at  the  back  by  a  back  door.  Out  of  this  passage 
access  was  obtained  to  the  shop  and  rooms  occupied  by 
the  pauper  by  two  panneled  room  doors,  one  of  which 
led  into  the  shop,  and  the  other  into  one  of  the  rooms 
behind ;  only  one  of  which  doors,  being  that  leading 
into  the  shop,  was  used  by  the  pauper,  the  other  one 
having  been  kept  locked  and  nailed  during  the  whole 
of  his  occupation.  The  shop  and  rooms  occupied  by 
the  pauper  communicated  internally  with  each  other. 
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The  door  into  the  shop  was  locked  at  night.    The  upper        IS60. 

floor  of  the   house,    immediately  above  the   premises    The  Quern 

occupied  by  the  pauper,  was,  at  the  time  of  his  occupa-      ej^^'iok. 

tion,  let  to  one  Kirhup^  and  was  entered  by  an  outside 

staircase  leading  out  of  the  back  yard ;  the  bottom  of 

the  Btaircase  being  situate  just  outside  the  back  door 

of  the  passage  aforesaid,  on  the  ground  floor.     Access 

could  be  obtained  to  the  said  staircase  from  the  street  at 

the  back  of  the  house,  by  going  through  the  back  yard, 

^^rithout  going  into  the  house  at  all.     This  entrance  was 

'Sot  the  separate  and  exclusive  use  of  the  occupier  of 

i:he  upper  floor ;  but  a  person  wishing  to  get  to  the 

^Kud  outside  staircase  from  the  street  in  front   of  the 

Xiouse,  could  come  in  at  the  front  door,  through  the  pas- 

SBage,  past  the  doors  leading  into  the  shop  and  rooms  of 

^he  pauper,  and  so  out  at  the  back  door  of  the  said  pas- 

^Mge,  and  up  the  staircase.     Kirkup  and  his  family,  as 

l^enants  of  the  said  upper  floor,  had  the  right  of  using 

^iie  access  to  the  said  staircase  by  the  front  door ;  which, 

^18  well  as  the  back  door,  was  always  shut  at  night,  but 

Icept  open  during  the  day  time ;  and  he,  as  well  as  the 

'pauper,  had  a  key  of  the  front  door,  and  the  said  front 

^oor  was  used  by  both,  as  occasion  required.     The 

^passage,  also,  was  used  by  both  the  pauper  and  his  family 

^nd  Kirkup  and  his  family,  and  was  cleaned  by  them 

^l30th ;  the  pauper  cleaning  one  half  of  the  said  passage, 

^rom  the  front  towards  the  back,  to  a  point  beyond  the 

^wo  doors  aforesaid,  whilst  Kirkup  cleaned  the  remaining 

l:ialf.     There  were  no  means  of  closing  the  said  passage  • 

from  the  street  on  the  one  side  and  the  back  yard  on  the 

^  otber^  except  by  the  front  and  back  doors  aforesaid. 

It  was  contended  by  the  respondents  that  the  pauper 
did  not  gain  a  settlement  in  the  said  township  of  West-- 


I 


440  [MICHAELMAS  TERM.] 

1860.       gate^  inasmuch  as  the  said  tenement  did  not  consist  of  a 
The  QuEBM     separate  or  distinct  dwelling  house  or  building. 
Elswick.  -^^^  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was.  Did 

the  pauper  gain  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement 
in  fVestffote  f  If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that 
he  did,  the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  confirmed.  If 
the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  he  did  not,  the 
order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed,  and  the  order  of 
removal  confirmed  {a). 

Davison^  in  support  of  the  order  of  Sessions.  The 
pauper  gained  a  settlement  by  renting  a  tenement  in 
Westgate.  The  question  is,  whether  the  ground  floor 
rented  by  him  was  a  ^Menement"  consisting  '*of  a 
separate  and  distinct  dwelling  house  or  building,"  with- 
in the  meaning  of  stat  6  G.  4.  c.  57.  s.  2. ;  and  the 
facts  set  out  in  the  case  shew  that  it  was.  The  entire 
house  was  let  in  three  separate  floors;  each  of  which 
had  a  separate  and  distinct  entrance  peculiar  to  itself. 
The  other  side  will  probably  rely  on  the  circumstance 
that  Kirkup,  the  tenant  of  the  upper  floor,  had  a  right  of 
way  through  the  passage  which  led  to  the  tenement 
rented  by  the  pauper.  That,  however,  did  not  prevent 
the  ground  floor,  which  was  occupied  exclusively  by  the 
pauper,  from  being  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling  house 
within  the  statute.  Bex  v.  Great  and  Little  Unoorth 
and  North  Biddick  {b)  is  a  direct  authority  to  that  efiect. 
In  that  case,  two  outer  doors  and  some  steps,  which 

(a)  The  opinion  of  the  Court  was  also  asked  upon  fiicts  relied  upon 
by  the  respondents  as  establishing  that  the  pauper  had  gained  a  settle* 
ment  bj  apprenticeship  in  Gateshead.  It  is  not,  howeTer,  thought 
neoessary  to  report  the  case  as  to  this  point. 

(b)  bA.^E.2Ql. 
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gave  access  to  the  middle  floor  of  a  bouse,  were  appro.        i860.   ' 
priated  to  the  tenant  of  that  floor  exclusively.     A  sepa-    The  Qubkh 
rate  flight  of  steps  on  the  outside  of  the  house  led^  by      Elswiok: 
a  difierent  outer  door,  to  a  passage  on  the  middle  floor, 
from    which    passage   another   tenant,   occupying   the 
upper  floor,  reached  his  premises  by  a  staircase  of  his 
owe.     One  of  the  rooms  belonging  to  the  middle  floor 
opened  into  this  passage ;  and  the  tenant  of  that  floor 
<rould  not  reach  that  room  but  by  going  up  the  last 
mentioned  steps  and  along  the  passage,  or  by  crossing 
she  passage  from   his  other  rooms,  by  a  door  in  one  of 
"Shem,  which  was  usually  locked.     All  these  rooms  com- 
xnunicated  with  each  other  and  with  both  the  doors  ap- 
propriated to  the  tenant  of  the  middle  floor.  This  Court 
Sield  that  that  floor  was  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling 
Kiouse,  within  the  statute.     The  facts  in  the  present  case 
^re  almost  identical.     [Bill  J.  There  is  this  distinction ; 
'^hat  in  that  case  the  tenant  had  the  exclusive  use  of  a 
^leparate  and  distinct  entrance  to  the  floor  occupied  by 
Ihini.     Not  so  the  pauper  in  the  present  case.]     The 
fx>int  substantially  decided   in  Rex  v.    Great  and  Little 
HJgworih  and  North  Biddick  {a)  was  that  the  common  use 
^3f  a  passage  by  the  tenants  of  two  separate  parts  of  a 
^Swelling  house  would  not  prevent  the  part  occupied  by 
^CDiie  of  them  from  being  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling 
Isouse.     [Hill  J.     In  Rex  v.    Wootton  (6),  Patteson  J. 
^My8:*'I  have  always  thought  that  the  words  *  a  separate 
^and   distinct  dwelling  house  or  building,'  in  these  sta- 
tutes, meant,  separate  and  distinct  as  to  any  other  person : 
^hat  the  tenant  should  not  hold  part  of  a  house."     Cock^ 
Aurn  C.  J.     In  Rex  v.  Great  and  Little  Uswarth  and 
JKerth  Biddick  (a)  the  middle  floor,  without  the  one 
.  (a)  6^  #  JS:  261.  (b)  lA.iE.  232.  236. 
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1860.       room  to  which  access  could  be  gained  only  by  the  pas- 
"The  QueuT  ^K®  "^^^  ^^  common  by  the  two  tenants,  constituted  a 
EtsiincK.      separate  and  distinct  dwelling  house.     Blackburn  J.    In 
Monks  V.  Dykes  (a\  it  was  held  that  a  lodger,  occupying 
one  room  in  a  house,  the  key  of  the  outer  door  being 
kept  by  the  landlord,  could  not  justify,  as  being  in  pos- 
session  of   a   dwelling   house,   turning    out  one    who 
disturbed  him  in  his  possession.   So,  here,  Kirkup^  as  well 
as  the  pauper,  having  a  key  of  the  front  door,  and  each  of 
them  keeping  clean  the  passage  which  they  used  in  com- 
mon, how  can  it  be  said  that  there  was  any  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling  house  in  the  possession  of  the  pauper  ?] 
The  entrance  from  the  passage  into  the  shop  and  other 
rooms  in  the  pauper's  occupation  was  exclusively  appro- 
priated to  him.     Rex  v.  Henley  upon  Thames  {b)  may  be 
relied  upon  by  the  other  side ;  and  is  apparently  in  their 
favour.     But  the  Court  there  gave  no  reasons  for  their 
decision ;  and  Rex  v.  Great  and  Little  Usworth  and  North 
Biddick{c)  was  not  cited. 

{A.  Liddellf  contrft,  was  not  called  upon.) 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  We  are  all  agreed  that  there  was 
in  this  case  no  such  renting  of  a  tenement  by  the  pauper 
as  would  confer  a  setdement  under  stat  6  G.  4.  c,  57. 
s.  2.  The  case  which  Mr.  Davison  has  cited  shews  that 
a  house  may  be  so  divided  and  apportioned  between 
several  tenants,  each  having  a  separate  entrance  to  his 
portion,  as  practically  to  become  several  houses;  by 
renting  each  of  which,  respectively,  a  settlement  may  be 
gained :  provided  that  the  severance  of  each  portion  is 
made  complete  by  the  appropriation  to  the  tenant  of  it 

(a)  4  AT.  #  H".  567.  (h)  6  ^.  #  £1  29i. 

(c)  6A.i  E.  261. 
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of  an  exclusive  entrance,  to  the  use  of  which  other  per-        i860. 

sons  are  not  entitled.     But,  in  the  present  case,  no  such    -,,      

exclusive  entrance  was  appropriated  to  the  pauper;  the  v. 

entrance  bj  the  front  door  of  the  house  being  used,  in 
common  with  him,  by  another  tenant.   The  case,  there- 
fore, does  not  fall  within  the  principle  of  the  decision 
«]pon  which  Mr.  Davison  relies. 

WiGHTMAN  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion. 

XIiLL  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  already 
rea.<l  the-<lictum  of  Patteson  J.  in  Rex  v.  Wootton  (a). 
The  judgment  of  Littledale  J.  in  Rex  v.  Great  and 
^^9.€tle  Ustoorth  and  North  Biddick  (6)  proceeds  on  the 
®^rine  principle.  He  says  :  *'  There  were  in  this  house 
^«rce  floors,  and  the  access  to  each  was  by  separate  outer 
floors;  I  think  therefore  that  each  was"  "a  separate 
^^c3  distinct  dwelling  house  within  the  statute.''  In  the 
present  case,  the  access  to  the  floor  occupied  by  the 
pamper  was  not  by  a  separate  outer  door. 

Blackburn  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    The  test 

^whether  a  part  of  a  house  is  to  be  deemed  a  separate  and 

distinct  dwelling  house,  appears  to  be  whether  it  has  a 

separate  and  distinct  outer  door;  and  the  floor  occupied 

by  the  pauper  did  not  satisfy  that  test. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed. 


(a)  \A.^E.  232.  236.  (6)  b  A.  ^  h\  261. 
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1860. 


Wednesday,       LooME,  appellant,  ooainst  Baily,  respondent. 

Stat.l&2       /^ASE  Stated  by  a  Metropolitan   police   magistrate, 

s,  4.  imposes  under  Stat.  20  &  21  Vict  c.  43. 

ft  p6D&lty  upon 

any  licensed  John  Baily,  the  respondent,  of  113,  Mount  Street, 

gamrwho         Grosvenor  Square,   in   the   county   of    Middlesex^    was 

orSo^^ly     summoned  by  the  appellant,  for  that  he,  on  29th  March, 

has  in  his         I860,  being  then  and  there  licensed  to  deal  in  game, 

possession  or  '  o  o         » 

control,  any      according  to  Stat.  1  &  2  fV.4,.c.  32.  s.  19.,  did  then  and 

bird  of  game  ^  <  '  ^ 

after  the  ex-     there  unlawfully  sell  certain  birds  of  game,  to  wit  three 

days  from  the  pheasants,  on  the  day  last  aforesaid,  such  day  being  after 

days  in  each  the  expiration  often  days  from  1st   February,    1860; 

rTsh^rbe-  Contrary  to  the  4th  section  of  the  said  statute ;  whereby 

tol^^'or*^'^  he  had  forfeited  a  sum  not  exceeding  3/. 

such  birds  of  The  witness  in  the  case  stated  that  he  called,  on  26th 
game  respec- 
tively: and  March,  1860,  at  the  shop  of  the  respondent,  who  was 
upon  any  ^                                      '^                       '^ 
person  not  then  licensed  to  deal  in  game  under  the  19th  section  of 

deal  in  game,    the  said  Act ;  and  asked  to  purchase  some  live  pheasants ; 

selb  any^bird     that  the  respondent  asked  the  witness  if  he  required 

Ui^xpiration    wild  pheasants,  and,  upon  his  replying  "  yes,"  the  re- 

pe^ OTwho   spondent  said  he  should  have  to  send  to  Norfolk  for 

^^K^y^f  them,  and  the  witness  must  call  again  on  die  Thursday 

sion  or  control   following,  29th  Afarc/i.     The  witness  went  to  the  shop 
any  bird  of  °*  ^ 

game  (except     on  the  29th,  and  again  saw  the  respondent,  who  gave 

kept  in  a  mew  him  the  three  pheasants,  which  he  said  were  wild ;  and 

or  breeding 

place)  after 

the  expiration  of  forty  days  from  the  respective  days  on  which  the  season  for  lawfully 

killing  snch  birds  ends. 

Held,  that  throughout  this  section  the  words  "  birds  of  game"  include  live  birds ;  and 
that  a  licensed  dealer  in  game  incurs  the  penalty  by  selling  such  birds  after  the  expiration 
of  the  ten  days  specified  by  the  statute. 
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thereupon  the  witness  paid  the  respondent  2/.  55.,  taking        1860. 
away  the  birds.  Loomb 

Upon  these  facts,  the  counsel  for  the  respondent  sub-        Bailt. 
mitted  that  the  4th  section,  under  which  the  respondent 
was  summoned,  did  not  apply  to  live  birds  of  game,  but 
had  in  view  only  birds  of  game  which  were  dead.     He 
cited  Porritt  v.  Baker  {a\  and  Woolrych  on  the  Game 
J^aws,  p.  72.     Yielding  to  the  authority  of  that  case  the 
vnagistrate  dismissed  the  summons. 

Hawkins,  for  the  appellant,  in  support  of  the  summons, 

ITbe  magistrate  was  wrong  in  dismissing  the  summons. 

iSSect.  4  of  the  Game  Act,  1  &  2  fF.  4.  c.  32.,  makes  it  an 

^iffence  for  persons  to  buy,  sell,  or  knowingly  have  in 

^lieir  possession,  after  the  expiration   of  the  specified 

X^i^eriods,  any  bird  of  game,  whether  it  be  alive  or  dead. 

^iect.  2  defines  ^^game"  as  including  ''hares,  pheasants, 

X^artridges,''  &c. ;   nothing  being  added  as  to  whether 

I  5ve  or  dead  animals  are  intended.     Sect.  3  shews  that 

l5ve  game  were  meant  to  be  included.     It  fixes  the  days 

^^  nd  seasons  during  which  game  may  not  be  killed ;  the 

'T:»cason,  so  far  as  regards  pheasants,  being  between  1st 

-^^ebruary  and  1st  October.     Sect.  17  empowers  persons 

"^^ho  have  taken  out  game  certificates,  to  sell  game  to 

^ny  person  licensed  to  deal  in  game,  under  sect.  18  ; 

^nd  by  sect.  19  any  such  last  mentioned  person  is  re- 

^:joired  to  take  out  a  dealer's  certificate.     Sect.  4,  which 

2^  here  material,  enacts  ''  That  if  any  person  licensed  to 

^eal  in  game  by  virtue  of  this  Act"  "  shall  buy  or  sell, 

ov  knowingly  have  in  his  house,  shop,  stall,  possession, 

o»  control,  any  bird  of  game  after  the  expiration  of  ten 

(fl)  10  Exch.  759. 
VOL.   lU.  2   O  E.    &   & 
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1860.  <l»y8  (one  inclusive  and  the  other  exchisive)  from  the 
j^Q^^  respective  days  in  each  year  on  which  it  shall  become 
BaVly  unlawful  to  kill  or  take  such  birds  of  game  respectively 
as  aforesaid ;  or  if  any  person,  not  being  licensed  to 
deal  in  game  by  virtue  of  this  Act"  *^  shall  buy  or  sell 
any  bird  of  game  after  the  expiration  of  ten  days  (one 
inclusive  and  the  other  exclusive)  from  the  respective 
days  in  each  year  on  which  it  shall  become  unlawful  to 
kill  or  take  such  birds  of  game  respectively  as  aforesaid, 
or  shall  knowingly  have  in  his  house,  possession,  or  con- 
trol, any  bird  of  game  (except  birds  of  game  kept  in  a 
mew  or  breeding  place)  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days 
(one  inclusive  and  the  other  exclusive)  from  the  respec- 
tive days  in  each  year  on  which  it  shall  become  unlaw- 
ful to  kill  or  take  such  birds  of  game  respectively  as  afore- 
said ;  every  such  person  shall,  on  conviction  of  any  such 
oflFence"  "  forfeit  and  pay  for  every  head  of  game  so 
bought  or  sold,  or  found  in  his  house,  shop,  possession,  or 
control,  such  sum  of  money,  not  exceeding  R,  as  to  the 
convicting  justices  shall  seem  meet,  together  with  the 
costs  of  the  conviction."  There  is  nothing  in  this 
enactment  to  limit  the  meaning  of  the  expressions 
"  bird  of  game^'  and  "  head  of  game"  to  dead  birds  of 
game.  Taking  the  whole  section  together,  it  is  clear 
that  the  Legislature  intended  to  guard  against  any  inter- 
ference with  live  birds  during  the  close  or  breeding 
season^  no  less  than  against  their  destruction  during  that 
season.  Accordingly  the  section,  after  enacting  that  no 
licensed  dealer  in  game  may  buy,  sell,  or  knowingly 
have  in  his  shop  or  possession  any  bird  of  game  after 
the  expiration  of  ten  days  from  the  end  of  the  shooting 
season,  and  that  no  other  person  may  deal  in  game  after 
the  expiration  of  the  same  period,  goes  on  to  prohibit 
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all  such  other  persons  from  having  in  their  possession        1860, 
any  bird  of  game  (except  birds  of  game  kept  in  a  mew        Looms 
or  breeding  place)  after  the  expiration  of  forty  days  from        bam. 
the  end   of  the  shooting  season.     The  exception  just 
referred  to  shews  plainly  that  the  Legislature  had  live 
birds  in  its  contemplation-    [Wtghtman  J.    You  contend 
that  licensed  dealers  in  game  may  have  birds  of  game, 
whether  alive  or  dead,  in  their  possession  for  ten  days 
only  after  the  close  of  the  shooting  season ;  and  that 
other  persons,  after  forty  days  from  that  time,  may  have 
birds  of  game  in  their  possession  only  if  alive  and  in  a 
mew.]   That  is  the  true  construction  of  the  section.   In 
Bex  V.  Marsh  (a)  the  defendant  was  held  properly  con- 
victed, under  stat.  5  Ann.  c.  14.  s.  2.,  which  mentions 
''game"  only,  for  having  in  his  possession  a  quantity  of 
live  game.    So,  in  Helps  v.  Glenister  {b\  it  was  held  that 
Stat  58  G.  3.  c.  75.  which,  in  general  language,  made 
the  buying  of  game  an  offence,  prohibited  the  buying  of 
pheasants  in  all  cases :  and  that,  therefore,  by  a  contract 
for  tbe  sale  of  live  pheasants,  no  property  passed  to  the 
purchaser.     The  decision  in  Porritt  v.  Baker  (c)  turned 
upon  the  form  of  the  plea ;  which  was  heldiaad,  as  not 
necessarily  shewing  a  contract  rendered  illegal  by  stat. 
1  &  2  W.A,  c.  32.     If  that  case  is  to  be  taken  to  have 
decided  that  sect  4  of  that  Act  applies  only  to  dead 
game^  it  cannot  be  supported.     If  live  game  be   not 
within  the  section,  a  dealer  in  game  might  buy  any 
number  of  live  partridges  from  poachers  on  the  3 1st  of 
August^  and  kill  and  sell  them  on  the  1st  of  September, 
without  in  any  waj'  contravening  the  Act. 

(«)  2  /?.  #  C.  717.  (/>)  SB,  4-0.  65a 

(c).10ErcA.759. 

2  G  2 
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I860,  Liuh^  contra  (called  upon  by  the  Court).     The  case. 

Looms  ^^  doubt,  falls  within  the  literal  words  of  the  statute, 
Bai'ly.  taken  in  their  most  general  acceptation ;  but  the  justice 
of  the  case  requires  that  they  should  receive  a  lioAited 
meaning,  and  be  taken  to  refer  to  dead  game  only.  Se- 
veral cases,  decided  under  earlier  statutes  in  pari  materia, 
shew  how  such  Acts  ought  to  be  construed.  Thus  in 
Simpson  v.  Unwin  (a),  it  was  held  that  a  person  who  bad 
in  his  possession,  on  the  9th  of  February ^  partridges  and 
a  pheasant  killed  before  the  Ist,  was  not  guilty  of  any 
offence  against  stat  2  G,  3.  c.  19.  ss.  1  and  4.,  which 
imposed  a  penalty  on  any  person  who  should,  after  the 
1st  of  that  month,  kill  or  have  in  his  possession  such 
game.  So  again,  in  Bridger  v.  Richardson  {b)^  it  was 
held  that  stat.  3  Jac.  I.e.  12,  which  prohibited  persons 
from  willingly  taking,  destroying,  or  spoiling  any  spawn 
of  fish,  meant  thereby  a  taking  for  destruction,  and  not 
a  taking  for  the  purpose  of  removing  the  spawn  to  beds, 
for  further  growth  and  maturity,  to  make  it  marketable. 
So,  in  the  Act  now  in  question,  *'  take*'  must  mean 
"  take  for  the  purpose  of  destroying,"  and  does  not  apply 
to  a  taking  for  purposes  of  breeding.  [^Blackburn  J. 
Throughout  the  section  the  words  ^^  kill  or  take*'  occur 
together.  If  "  take"  has  the  meaning  for  which  you 
contend,  "kill'*  would  have  been  sufficient  to  include  it.] 
A  poacher  might  take  birds  alive  and  hand  them  over 
to  a  dealer  to  be  killed.  [^Wiffhtman  J.  I  doubt 
whether  the  Legislature  intended  to  provide  for  the 
case  of  a  taking  of  game  by  hand.]  Porritt  v.  Baker  (c) 
is  in  the  respondent's  favour.  [^Blackburn  J.  That 
case  does  not  go  far  enough  for  your  purpose.] 

(a)  3  ^.  ^  Ad,  134.  {b)  2M.4-S.  568. 

(c)  \0Exch,759. 
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(CocKBURN  C.  J.,  was  absent.)  i860. 

LOOMB 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  entertain  no  doubt  whatever  but  u/itY. 
that  the  words  "  birds  of  game"  in  stat  1  &  2  »^.  4. 
c.  32.  s.  4.  include  live  birds.  The  words  must  have 
the  same  meaning  throughout  the  section,  and  the 
reference  in  its  second  clause  to  "  birds  of  game  kept 
in  a  mew  or  breeding  place"  shews  plainly  that  the 

LiCgisIature  had  live  birds  in  view.     I  do  not  see  that 

I^orriU  v.  Baker  {a)  touches  the  present  case. 

Hill  J.  and  Blackburn  J.  concurred. 

Case  sent  back  to  the  magistrate  for 
rehearing. 

(a)  10  £rcA.  759. 
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^««^'  CASES 

AR6U£D  AND  DETERMINED 

THE  QUEEN'S  BENCH, 

IN 

HILARY    TERM, 

XXIV.  VICTORIA. 


The   Judges  who  usually  sat  in   Banc  in  this  Term 

were : 

COCKBURN    C.  J.  I  CrOMPTON  J. 

WiGHTBiAN  J.  I  Hill  J. 


Saturd(^,       The  Queen,  on  the  Prosecution  of  The  Eastern 
anuaiy  CouNTiES  Railway  Company,  appellants,  against 

The  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the  Parish  of 
Fletton,  respondents. 

Appellants,        A^   ^^^   Huntingdonshire  Quarter   Sessions   held  in 

Co^ny,  January,   186Q,  on   an   appeal   by    The  Eastern 

being  the  sole 

proprietors 

ana  occupiers  of  a  railway  elation  on  their  line,  in  1848  entered  into  an  agreement  with 

another  railway  Company,  by  which  the  latter  were,  for  a  certain  annual  payment,  to 

have  for  999  years  the  joint  nse  of  the  station  for  their  traffic,  appeUants  continuing  to 

be  occupiers  of  the  station,  subject  to  such  use.  In  1859,  the  annual  value  of  the  station 
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Counties  Railtoay  Company  against  a  poor-rate  for  the  1861. 

parish  of  Fletton,  in  that  county,  made  on  17ih  August^  The  Queen 

1859,  in  and  bj  which  the  Company  were  rated  and  fletton 

assessed  in  respect  of  certain  lands  and  premises  in 

Fletion,  whereof  they   were  described   as  owners   and  having  then 
•^  from  various 

occupiers,  on  a  rateable  value  of  1889/.  155.;  the  Ses-  causes  fallen 

very  much 
sions  amended  the  rate  by  reducing  the  said  rateable  below  the 

value  to  the  sum  of  635Z.,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  annually  to 

Court  on  the  following  case.  "^^^t^^ 

The  rate  was  duly  appealed  against  by  The  Eastern  ^Kef'^^ 

Counties  Railway  Company^  on   the  ground  that  they  ^™^°^ 

were  overrated  therein,  and  that  certain  other  persons  ^eje  assessed 

■  to  a  poor-rate 

to  whom  notices  of  appeal  were  also  given  were  under-  in  respect  of 
.  11.  the  station, 

rated  therem.     The  rate  was  not  appealed  agamst  on  on  the  full 

the  ground  that  any  persons  were  omitted  from  the  rate  to  Uiem?^ 

who  ought  to  have  been  included  therein  and    rated  gtat^*f^this 

thereby;  and  the  only  grounds  of  appeal  material  to  ^^"^b'**^ 

this  case  were  the  following,  namely :  Secondly.  That  appellants  to 

sessions 

the  said  rate  or  assessment,  as  against  and  as  regards  against  this 

rate,  on  the 
the  said  Company,  is  bad  and  of  no  force  or  validity,  ground  that 

-  .  .      .  /.  1  tlie  rateable 

inasmuch  as  it  was  not,  nor  is  it,  so  far  as  the  same  value  of  the 
relates  to  the  said  Company  and  their  assessment  notthe^ent 
therein,  made  upon  an  estimate  of  the  net  annual  value  tu\"^hJmit 

of  the  railway  lands,  station,  tenements,  hereditaments  J^^^^h  could 
J  '  '  be  actually 

and  premises,  occupied  by  the  said   Company  in  the  obtained  for 
said  parish  of  Fletton,  and  in  respect  of  which  they  are  hypothetical 
rated  and  assessed  in  the  said  rate  or  assessment,  (that  year  to  year, 
is  to  say)  upon  an  estimate  of  the  rent  at  which  the  as  an  admitted 
same  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  from  year  to  p^ja^ntf  were 

the  persons 
rateable  in 
respect  of  the  whole  occupation  of  the  station.    Held,  that  appellants  were  properly 
lated  on  the  full  amount  paid  by  the  other  Company ;  appellants  being  sole  occupiers  of 
the  station,  subject  to  an  casement  by  the  other  Company,  and  the  payment  being  a 
profit  arising  out  of  appellants*  occupation. 
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1861.  yc^^f  free  of  all  the  usual  tenant's  rates  and  taxes,  and 
Th7QuBBir  ^^^^®  commutation  rent  charge  (if  any),  and  deducting 
Flittok  therefrom  the  probable  average  annual  cost  of  the 
repairs,  insurance  and  other  expenses  (if  any)  necessary 
to  maintain  them  in  a  state  to  command  such  rent, 
according  to  the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  that  case 
made  and  provided  :  but  the  said  rate  or  assessment,  so 
far  as  the  same  relates  to  the  said  Company  and  their 
assessment  therein,  was  and  is  made  upon  an  estimate 
of  more  than  the  net  annual  value  of  the  said  railway 
lands,  station,  tenements,  hereditaments  and  premises, 
occupied  by  the  said  Company  in  the  said  parish  of 
Fletton.  ITiirdly.  That  the  said  Eastern  Counties  Rail" 
tcay  Company  are,  in  and  by  the  said  rate  and  assess- 
ment, overrated  and  over  assessed  in  respect  of  the 
property  and  premises  occupied  by  them  in  the  said 
parish  of  Fletton^  in  respect  of  which  they  are  rated  and 
assessed  in  the  said  rate  or  assessment ;  and  are  rated 
and  assessed  in  the  same  rate  or  assessment  at  and  upon 
a  greater  sum  and  sums  than  they  ought  to  have  been, 
or  to  be,  rated  or  assessed  at  or  upon  in  the  said  rate  or 
assessment. 

At  the  trial,  the  contest  was  confined  to  the  assess- 
ment of  the  property  hereinafter  called  "  The  Station," 
and  named  in  the  rate  '*  Eastern  Counties  Railway 
Station,  &c.''  The  station  consists  of  between  twenty 
and  thirty  acres  of  land  in  the  parish  of  Fkttan,  of 
which  the  appellants  were  and  are  the  owners.  It  is 
bounded  on  one  side  by  the  navigable  river  Nene,  and 
comprises  station  buildings,  platforms,  sheds,  sidings, 
and  all  other  descriptions  of  accommodation  proper  to 
railway  stations,  and  for  the  most  part  expressly  named 
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in  the  rate  (a).     The  appellants  were  and  are  in  occu-        1861. 
pation  of  a  great  part  of  it,  and  for  the  purposes  of  this    The  Queen 
case  are  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  persons  rateable  in      flkttok. 
respect  of  the  whole  occupation. 

Prior  to  the  month  of  April,  1848,  and  up  to  and  at 
the  time  of  the  making  of  the  agreement  next  herein- 
after mentioned,  there  existed  great  competition  between 
the  appellants  and  The  London  and  North-Western 
Railway  Company ^  for  the  traflSc  in  goods  and  passengers 
between  Peterborough  and  London^  and  between  Peters 
borough  and  places  to  the  north  and  east  of  Peterborough. 
The  London  and  North- Western  Railway  Company  at 
that  time  used  a  portion  of  the  station  in  question,  in 
part  exclusively,  and  in  part  jointly  with  the  appel- 
lants. 

On  15th  ApriU  1848,  the  appellants  and  The  London 
and  North' Western  Railway  Company  eniered  into  an 
agreement  by  deed,  between  the  appellants  of  the  first 
part,  and  ITie  London  and  North-  Western  Railway  Com- 
pany of  the  second  part.  This  deed  recited  that  the  two 
Companies  had  constructed  and  opened  for  traffic  rail- 
ways to  Peterborough^  in  continuation  of  their  respective 
lines  from  London;  that  the  station  at  Peterborough, 
used  in  common  by  them,  had  been  erected  at  the  sole 
expense  of  the  appellants,  and  a  portion  of  the  line 
leading  to  such  station,  about  (&)  chains  in  length, 

over  which  the  traffic  of  The  London  and  North-  Western 
Company  to  and  from  Peterborough  was  carried,  was  the 

(a)  The  description  of  the  property  in  the  rate  was  as  follows :  *•  The 
Peterborough  railway  station,  platform,  sheds,  machines,  whar^  sidings, 
electric  telegraph  office  and  wires,  main  line  of  railway,  thirty  chains  in 
length,  cattle  pens,  workshops,  roads,  garden  land,  and  fifteen  hooses 
and  cottages  occupied  by  the  Company's  servants,  &c." 

{b)  Sic. 
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1861.  sole  property  of  the  appellants ;  that  such  last  mentioned 
The  QusKH  portion  of  line,  and  the  said  station,  had  for  some  time 
Flettoh.  P*^^  ^^"  "s^d  ^y  ^^  London  and  North-  Western  Rail- 
way  Company^  and  arrangements  had  also  been  made 
between  the  two  Companies  for  the  future  conduct  of 
the  Peterborough  traffic  with  the  Metropolis,  in  order  to 
insure  every  proper  accommodation  to  the  public ;  and, 
that  the  Companies  had,  in  reference  to  all  such  arrange- 
ments, agreed  to  enter  into  the  terms  and  stipulations 
thereinafter  contained.  It  then  witnessed  ^'That,  in  con- 
sideration  of  the  premises,  the  said  two  Companies  do 
mutually  covenant  and  agree  with  each  other  as  follows 
(that  is  to  say) : 

First.  That  the  said  Company  of  the  second  part  shall, 
paying  the  rents  and  performing  the  conditions  of  this 
agreement,  be  entitled  to  use  the  said  station  and  portion 
of  line  aforesaid,  jointly  with  the  said  Eastern  Counties 
Railway f  for  the  term  of  999  years,  for  which  term  of 
years  this  agreement  shall  subsist  and  continue,  and  be 
in  full  force  and  effect,  and  binding  upon  both  the  said 
Companies  in  respect  of  all  the  terms  and  stipulations 
thereof. 

Second.  That  the  said  Company  of  the  second  part 
shall,  for  the  said  portion  of  line  and  station,  pay 
annually,  by  half  yearly  payments  on  the  1st  July  and 
1st  January^  the  following  rent  and  expenses  (that  is  to 
say),  first,  Such  sum  annually  as  shall  be  equal  to  one 
mile's  gross  earnings,  after  deducting  forty  per  cent, 
thereof  to  cover  all  expenses  for  each  year,  upon  that 
portion  of  The  London  and  North  Western-Railway  which 
lies  between  the  Peterborough  and  Sibson  Stations: 
second.  Such  sum  annually  as  shall  be  equal  to  five  per 
cent  per  annum  u{)on  the  costs  of  the  laud  and  buildings 
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to  be  occupied  exclusively  by  the  said  Company  of  the        \S6\. 

aecond  part :  third.  Such  sum  annually  as  shall  be  equal     The  Qubbn 

to  seven  per  cent  per  annum  upon  one  half  of  the  out-      fletton 

lay  of  the  station  and  buildings  jointly  used  by  the  said 

two  Companies,  with  the  exception  of  land,  and  as  shall 

be  equal  to  five  per  cent,  upon  the  land  occupied  by 

such  jointly  used  station  and  buildings:   fourth.  One 

moiety  of  the  expenses  of  the  management  and  conduct 

of  the  said  joint  station  :  fifth.  That  the  said  Company 

of  the  second  part  shall  keep  in  repair,  at  their  own 

expense,  so  much  of  the  said  station  and  buildings  as 

they  shall  exclusively  occupy  as  aforesaid,   and  shall 

prepay  the  said  Company  of  the  first  part  all  the  outlay 

they  have  made  upon  internal  fittings :  sixth.  That  the 

^d  Company  of  the  first  part  shall  keep  in  repair,  at 

their  own  expense,  the  station  and  buildings  to  be  jointly 

used,  and  shall   manage  and  conduct  the  affairs  and 

l)usiness  of  the  said  joint  station,  and  shall  deliver  an 

^urcount,  half  yearly,  to  the  said  Company  of  the  second 

part  of  the  expenses  of  such  management ;  and  that  the 

said  Company  of  the  first  part  shall  provide  the  same 

amount  of  accommodation,  in  all  respects,  for  the  said 

Company  of  the  second  part,  as  for  themselves,  and  act 

with  impartiality  in  the  management  of  the  said  station : 

seventh.  That  the  receipts  for  the  through  passenger 

and  goods  and  cattle  traflSc  between  Peterbarouffh  and 

London,  whether  passing  over  the  Eastern  Counties  or  the 

London  and  North-  Western  Railway ,  shall   be   equally 

divided  each  half  year  between  the  two  Companies,  and 

separate  accounts  shall  be  kept  of  such  passenger  traffic, 

and  of  such  goods  and  cattle  traffic;    and  that  there 

shall  be  allowed  to  the  Company  who  shall  carry  the 

larger  proportion  of  passenger  traffic,  a  sum  equal  to  ten 
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]86l.  per  cent,  upon  the  excess  of  the  passenger  traffic  of  the 
The  Queen  ^ne  Company  over  the  like  traffic  of  the  other  Company ; 
Fletion  ^^^  '^  ^^®  Company  who  shall  carry  the  larger  propor- 
tion of  goods  and  cattle  traffic,  a  sum  equal  to  twenty 
per  cent,  upon  the  excess  of  the  goods  and  cattle  traffic 
of  the  one  Company  over  the  like  traffic  of  the  other 
Company ;  the  amount  of  such  goods  and  cattle  traffic 
in  the  case  of  each  Company  being  made  up  and  cal- 
culated exclusive  of  all  charges  for  collection,  cartage 
and  delivery." 

(The  remainder  of  the  deed  is  not  material.) 
The  station  at  Peterborough^  used  in  common  by  the 
said  twa  Companies,  as  mentioned  in  the  said  agree- 
ment, is  ^'  The  Station^'  named  in  the  rate ;  and  ever 
since  the  execution  of  the  said  agreement  the  same  has 
been,  and  still  is,  in  force  and  effect,  and  the  occupation 
of  the  station  has  been  in  fact  under  and  in  conformity 
with  the  said  agreement;  and,  leaving  out  of  considera- 
tion the  sum  receivable  by  the  appellants  in  respect  of 
the  portion  of  the  line  described  in  the  recital  of  the 
said  indenture  as  '^  a  portion  of  the  line  leading  to  such 
station,"  on  which,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  nothing 
turns,  the  sum  annually  receivable  by  the  appellants 
from  the  London  and  North-  Western  Railway  Compcmy^ 
under  the  said  agreement,  and  charged  in  their  published 
accounts  to  their  credit  as  so  receivable  (and  which,  in 
fact,  has  been  in  part  received,  and  no  reason  has  been 
assigned  in  the  said  accounts,  or  was  alleged  at  the  trial, 
why  the  remainder  should  not  be  received,  except  that 
at  the  trial  it  was  sworn  that  the  London  and  North" 
Western  Railway  Company  had  refused  to  pay  the  same), 
has  annually  amounted  and  still  amounts,  after  deduct- 
ing the  expenses  of  the  management  and  conduct  of  the 
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said  joint  station,  to  50842.  Zs.  Id.;  tbat  is  to  say,  to        i86l. 
1735/.  10*.,  being  a  sum  equal  to  51.  per  cent,  per  an-    TheQuBBs 
num  upon  the  cost  of  the  land  and  buildings  exclusively       fletton 
occupied  by  the  London  and   Nor th- Western  Railway 
Company^  and  to  3348/.  13*.  Ic/.,  being  a  sum  equal  to 
7L  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  one  half  of  the  outlay  of 
tlie  station  and  buildings  jointly  used  by  the  said  two 
CTompanies,  and  5/.  per  cent,  per  annum  upon  the  land 
«^>ocwpied  by  such  jointly  used  station  and  buildings. 

For  the  purposes  of  the  case  the  following  statement 
'w^'as  to  be  taken  as  true. 

Up  to  the  year   1850,  a  very  large  trafiic,  both  in 

passengers  and  goods,  from  Peterborough  w\i\  the  North' 

-E^^tem  and  Midland  Coutities,  was  carried  to  London 

^y  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway ;  with  a  view  to  which 

^i^^flBc  the  station  was  laid  out  and  erected  by  the  appel- 

^^ms.     The  traffic  from  these  districts  was  brought  on 

^o  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  at  Peterborough^  by  the 

Gr^ai  Northern  Railioay  (which  did  not  then  extend 

towards  London   further    than   Peterborough) ;   by    the 

Peterborough  and  Syston  branch  of  the  Midland  Railway ; 

^nd  by  the  London  and  North- Western  Railway,     In  the 

year  1850,   the   Great   Northern  Railway  was  opened 

^''oin  Peterborough  to  London,  by  a  route  which  was 

shorter  than  that  of  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway  by 

^Wenty-six  miles.    Immediately  upon   the   opening  of 

^l^e  Great  Northern  Railway,  all  the  passenger  traffic 

^nd  a  large  portion  of  the  goods  traffic  between  Peter- 

f^tfrough  and  Ijmdon  was   diverted   from   the  Eastern 

Counties    Railway    to    the    Great    Northern    Railway, 

Goods,  however,  were  still  brought  on  to  the  Eastern 

Counties  Line  at  Peterborough,  by  the  Midland  Railway 

I  Company,  until  the  year  1857,  when,  by  the  opening  of 
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1861,        ^^®  Leicester  and  Hitchin  Railway,  the  Midland  Railway 
The  QuBKN     Company  obtained  an   independent  route   to  London, 
Flkiton       ®"^  accordingly  ceased  to  send  goods  from  Peterborough 
to  London  by  the  Eastern  Counties  Railway.     In  1858, 
the  Welwyn  and  Hertford  branch  line  was  opened,  by 
which  the  traffic  at  Peterborough  was  still  further  dimi- 
nished ;  and  since  that  year  (with  the  exception  of  coals 
as  hereinafter  mentioned),  the  traffic  at  Peterborough  of 
all  kinds,  so  far  as  the  appellants  are  concerned,  has  been 
entirely  confined  to  the  short  local  traffic.     For  the  pur- 
pose of  such  traffic,  an  ordinary  road  side  station  would 
be  sufficient;   and,  in  consequence  of  this  diminution 
in  the  traffic,  a  large  repairing  shop  and  other  buildings 
at  the  station  in  question  have  been  taken  down,  and 
others  have  been  allowed  to  fall  into  decay.     The  Great 
Northern  Railway   Company  have  an  entirely  separate 
station  at  Peterborough,  for  the  purposes  of  their  own 
traffic.    Between  Peterborough  and  Ely,  to  which  branch 
the  station  in  question  belongs,  the  traffic  is  so  small 
that  the  branch  is  worked  at  a  loss  by  the  appellants. 
There  is  a  considerable  coal   traffic  belonging  to  the 
appellants,  passing  through  the  station.     There  is  no 
depot  of  coals  there,  but  the  sidings  are  made  use  of  for 
the   purpose  of    shunting   the   trains,    and    additional 
sidings  have  from  time  to  time  been  laid  down  for  this 
purpose.     There  is  a  great  competition   between  the 
railway  Companies  for  this  coal  traffic,  and  the  rates  are 
low,  and  this  branch  of  the  traffic  only  becomes  profit- 
able when  the  coals  are  carried  in  large  quantities  and 
for  long  distances.      The  buildings  comprised   in    the 
station  are  now  used  in  many  cases  for  purposes  entirely 
different  and  inferior  to  that  for  which  they  were  origi- 
nally erected,  the  offices  intended  for  passenger  traffic 
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being  used  for  store  rooms  and  other  similar  purposes.        I86I. 
To  an  ordinary  tenant,  for  any  other  purpose  than  that    xhe  Qdkbh 
of  a  railway,  the  station  would  be  of  no  annual  value,  if 
ho  were  bound  to  maintain  the  buildings  in  a  state  of 
repair. 

-At  the  trial  of  the  appeal,  the  annual  rateable  value 
oF  the  station,  as  used  for  the  purposes  of  a  station  and 
for  the  purposes  to  which  it  was  in  fact  applied,  after 
nnaking  all  deductions,  was  estimated  by  the  witnesses 
called  by  the  appellants  at  sums  not  exceeding  635i, 
otJt  those  witnesses  in  ascertaining  the  said  annual 
''a^t: cable  value  did  not  take  into  account  the  said  annual 
sum  receivable  by  the  appellants  from  the  North  Western 
^^<9ihoay  Company  under  the  said  agreement,  or  any 
P^Tt  thereof. 

3t  was  contended  for  the  appellants  that  the  said 
^'^nual  sum  had  been  agreed  upon,  in  1848,  under  a 
difierent  state  of  circumstances,  for  the  objects  mentioned 
^^  the  agreement;  and  ought  not  to  be  taken  into  account 
in  ascertaining  the  annual  rateable  value  of  the  station, 
^f  the  sum  at  which  it  would  now  let  to  a  tenant  from 
year  to  year.  And  that  the  appellants  were  not,  and  are 
*^ot,  by  law,  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  rate  in  respect  of 
^t*  upon  that  sum  or  any  part  of  it. 

The   respondents  contended    that   the   hypothetical 

^^nant  from  year  to  year  contemplated  by  stat.  6  &  7  ^.4. 

^*  96.  must  be  supposed  to  be  placed  in  the  same  position 

^B  the  appellants  in  respect  of  the  payment  made  under 

^be  agreement,  such  payment  arising  necessarily  out  of 

the  occupation.     That  if  the  tenant  would  be  entitled 

to  the  payment,  it  would  enhance  the  amount  of  the 

rent  which  as  tenant  from  year  to  year  he  would  be 

willing  to  offer  for  the  station ;  and  that,  therefore,  the 
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186L        appellants  were  by  law  liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  rate 
The  Queen     *"  respect  of  or  upon  such  payment 
FLBrroH.  ^^^  Sessions  were  of  opinion  that  the  annual  rateable 

value  of  the  station^  not  estimating  the  payment  from 
The  North' Western  Railway  Company^  was  635/1^  and 
they  ordered  the  rate  to  be  amended  by  substituting  in 
it  the  sum  of  635/.  for  the  sum  of  1889/.  15«. 

The  question  for  the  Court  was  whether  the  sum  of 
money  payable  to  the  appellants,  under  the  agreement 
of  1848,  by  The  London  and  North-Western  Railway 
Company^  ought  to  form  part  of  the  rateable  value  of 
the  station. 

If  the  Court  should  answer  the  question  in  the 
negative,  the  order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  confirmed,  and 
the  rate  to  stand  amended;  if  in  the  aflSrmative,  the 
order  of  Sessions  was  to  be  quashed,  as  to  the  substitu- 
tion therein  of  635/.  for  1889/.  15tf,and  the  said  sum  of 
1889/.  15«.  was  to  remain  in  the  rate. 

Bovill  and  Markhy,  for  the  appellants  (a).  The  Ses- 
sions were  right  in  not  taking  into  account  the  payments 
made  to  the  appellants  under  the  agreement  of  April, 
1848,  as  enhancing  the  rateable  value  of  the  appellants^ 
station.  The  appellants  ought  to  be  rated  on  the  present 
rateable  value  of  the  station ;  and  the  criterion  of  that 
value  is  not  the  amount  which  the  appellants  now 
receive,  under  the  agreement,  from  The  London  and 
North-Western  Railway  Company,  for  its  use,  but  the 
rent  which  they  could  now  obtain  for  it  from  a  tenant 
*  from  year  to  year ;  which  rent  would  fall  greatly  short  of 
the  sum  now  in  fact  annually  paid  to  the  appellants. 
Although  that  payment  is  some  evidence  of  the  rent  at 

(rt)  Saturday,  Novtmher  10th,  1860. 
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which  the  station  might  reasonably  be  expected  to  let  to        1861. 

a  tenant  firom  year  to  year,  it  is  not  the  proper  criterion    The  Qukim" 

of  the  rateable  valney  which  depends  upon  the  present 

Annual  value  of  the   station;    South-Eastern  Railway 

Company  v.  Overseers  of  Dorking  (a),  Regina  v.  Eastern 

Counties  Railway  Company  {b).    And  the  circumstances 

stated  in  the  present  case  shew  that  no  such  a  rent 

^^¥ouId   now  be  obtainable.      The    appellants,   though 

^3ccupiers  of  the  rated  property,  receive  the   payment 

-vinder  the  agreement,  not  as  occupiers  but  as  proprietors; 

she  payment,  that  is  to  say,  is  not  received  in  respect  of 

'Sheir  occupation  at  all.  Were  they  to  go  out  of  occupation 

^of  the  whole  of  the  station  to-morrow,  they  would  still  be 

^entitled  to  the  payment,  which  is  analogous  to  a  personal 

inuity.  In  Newmarket  Railway  Company  ▼.  St.  Andreufs 

LesSf  Cambridge  (c),  the  majority  of  this  Court  held 

"^^Jiat  a  payment  to  one  railway  Company  by  another, 

'^Lander  agreement,  of  such  a  sum,  if  any^  as  may  be 

:^Kieces8ary  to  make  up  a  certain  dividend  on  the  cost  of 

line,  in  consideration  of  the  making  of  a  part  of  it, 

id  of  working  it  for  the  benefit  of  the  latter  Company, 

S.«   not  a  profit  arising  out  of  the  occupation  of  the 

^irailway,  and  is  not  to  be  taken  into  account  in  assessing 

^ts  rateable  value.     \BlacKbum3.    In  that  case  Lord 

Campbell  C.  J.  differed  from  Coleridge  and  Erie  Js.,  and 

^Khought  that  the  sum  paid    under  the  guarantee  was 

^received  by  the  Newmarket  Company  in  respect  of  their 

^3ccupation  of  their  railway,  and  was  part  of  the  profits 

^Df  that  occupation.]     In  Rex  v.  Bedworth  {d)  it  was 

lield  that  where  a  coal  mine,  becoming  unproductive, 

(a)  ZKiB.  491. 

(&)  23L.  J:  N.  8,  M.  a  96^  note  (18). 

{e)ZBi^B,^  (<0  8  JE^^,  387. 

VOL.  ni.  2   H  B.   &   B. 
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1861.  ceases  to  be  worked,  the  lessee  is  no  longer  liable  to  be^ 
The  QuEBM  rated  for  it  to  the  relief  of  the  poor,  although  he  be  still 
Flettok.  bound  by  his  covenant  to  pay  the  rent  reserved  to  his- 
landlord.  In  the  present  case  the  liability  of  The  Lon- 
don and  North' Western  Railway  Company^  under  their 
covenant,  to  pay  the  appellants  the  sum  stipulated  in  the 
agreement,  is  as  independent  of  the  occupation  of  the 
station,  as  if  the  station  had  altogether  ceased  to  be 
occupied. 

Keane^  Metcalfe  and  Douglas  Browne  contra.  By  the 
agreement,  the  annual  payment  is  secured  to  the  appel- 
lants for  999  years ;  for  the  whole  of  which  time  they 
are  thus  protected  against  any  depreciation  in  the 
annual  value  to  them  of  the  station.  It  is  not,  therefore, 
open  to  them  to  say  that  circumstances  have  altered  that 
value  since  the  agreement  was  entered  into.  [^Blackburn  J. 
It  is  possible  for  the  two  Companies  at  any  time  to  agree 
that  the  payment  shall  cease.]  Decided  cases,  as  v?a8 
said  by  the  Court  in  giving  judgment  in  Rex  v.  The 
Proprietors  of  the  Liverpool  Exchange  (a),  "  establish  the 
principle,  that  the  advantages  attendant  upon  a  building, 
either  in  respect  of  its  situation  or  the  mode  of  its  occu- 
pation, are  to  be  taken  into  the  accotmt  in  estimating  its 
rateable  annual  value,  wherever  those  advantages  would 
enable  the  owner  of  the  building  to  let  it  at  a  higher  rate 
than  it  would  otherwise  fetch.*^  Taking  that  as  the  test,  the 
appellants,  were  they  now  to  let  the  whole  of  the  station 
to  a'  tenant  from  year  to  year,  would  obtain  from  him  a 
higher  rent  than  it  would  otherwise  fetch,  by  reason  of 
the  payment  which  The  London  and  North- fVestem 
Company  is  bound  to  make  annually  in  respect  of  it. 
(a)  I  A.^E.  465,  474. 
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[BlaeUmm  J;    Ton  assome  that  a  tenant  from  year  to       186 1. 
year  would  be  entitled  to  receive  that  payment]     At  all    The  Qubkm 
erents,  the  payment  is  part  of  the  profits  of  the  appel-      flettok. 
lants*  occupation  of  the  station.     The  judgment  of  Lord 
Campbell  C.  J.  in  Newmarhet  Railwat/  Company  v.  St 
Andrew^ $  the  Less,  Cambridge  (a),  is  directly  in  favour  of 
the  respondents ;  and  the  law  laid  down  by  him  was  not 
questioned  by  the  other  Judges,  who  differed  from  him 
only  as  to  the  construction  to  be  put  upon  the  agree- 
nent  which  was  in  question.     In  Allison  v.  Overseers  of 
JUonkwearmauth  Shore  (&),  it  was  held  that  the  occupier 
of   a    brewery   under  a  lease,  by  which    the   custom 
of  several  public  houses,  belonging  to  the  owner  of  the 
l>rewery,  was  secured  to  him,  he  paying  an  annual  sum 
in  respect  of  this  advantage,  which  enhanced  the  value 
of  the  brewery  to  him,   was   properly    rated    on    the 
enhanced  value,  it  being  an  advantage  connected  with 
%he  occupation,  which  would  be  taken  into  calculation 
l)y  a  tenant  in  estimating  the  annual  rent. 

Cur.  adv.  vulL 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (c). 

This  was  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court, 
\}j  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  county  of 
J[un£injfdon,  on  an  appeal  by  The  Eastern  Counties 
Jtaihoay  Company  against  a  rate  made  on  them  in 
xespect  of  their  railway  station  at  Peterborough.  The 
Acts,  so  far  as  they  are  material,  are  shortly  as  follows. 
The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company^  being  the  sole 
proprietors  of  the  station  in  question^  in  the  year  1848 

(fl)  3^:.  #  B.  94.  {h)  4E.iB.  13. 

(<?)  Cockbum  C.  J.  and  Blackburn  J. 

2  H  2 
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1861.  entered  into  an  i^reement  with  The  London  and  North" 
The  QuKBiT  ^^stem  Railway  Company^  to  endure  for  the  term  of 
999  years,  whereby  the  latter  Company  were  to  have 
the  joint  use  of  the  station  for  their  traffic ;  they,  on 
the  other  hand,  binding  themselves  to  pay  for  such  use 
of  the  station  according  to  certain  terms  stipulated  in 
the  agreement.  The  direct  Northern  Railway  having 
since  been  opened,  a  considerable  portion  of  the  traffic 
of  the  North-Western  Line  has  in  consequence  been 
abstracted,  and  the  station  has  become  worth  much  less 
to  The  London  and  North-  Western  Company  ;  and  there 
is  no  doubt  that,  if  the  matter  were  res  integra,  if  the 
present  London  and  North*  Western  Company^  or  any 
other  Company  working  their  line,  unfettered  by 
the  existing  agreement,  proposed  to  take  fifom  The 
Easter^i  Counties  Railway  the  use  of  the  station  at  a 
yearly  rent,  such  rent  would  barely  amount  to  a  third 
part  of  the  sum  actually  paid.  The  parish  of  Fletian^ 
in  which  the  station  in  questiob  is  situate,  having 
assessed  The  Eastern  Counties  Railway  in  the  larger  sum, 
the  Company  appealed  against  the  rate  on  the  ground 
that,  according  to  The  Parochial  Assessment  Act,  the 
rateable  value  is  not  the  rent  actually  paid  by  the 
occupier,  but  that  which  it  may  be  presumed  that  an 
incoming  tenant  from  year  to  year  would  give  for  the 
subject  matter  of  the  occupation.  Adopting  this  view, 
the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  ordered  the  rate  to  be 
amended,  by  reducing  the  rateable  value  on  which  the 
Company  had  been  assessed  from  the  sum  of  1889/.  ISs. 
to  635^  We  are  of  opinion  that  this  decision  was 
erroneous,  and  that  the  original  assessment  was  right. 
The  fallacy  of  the  argument  in  favour  of  the  appellants 
consists  in  looking  at  ITie  London  and  North- Western 
Company  9^8  the  occupiers,  and  in  considering  what  a 
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tenant  from  year  to  year,  coming  in  in   their  place,        1861. 
woold  pay  as  rent  for  the  use  of  the  station.     But  The    The  Qubbh 
London  and  North- Western  Company  bxq  not  occupiers      ylvitov 
of  the  station  at  all ;  they  have  only  an  enjoyment  by 
way  of  user ;  in  other  words^  an  easement.     The  occu- 
piers are  The  Eastern  Counties  Company,  subject  to  the 
easement  of  the  other  Company ;  and  the  true  question 
is,  what  would  a  tenant,  coming  into  the  place  of  The 
Eastern  Counties   Company,  give  for  such  occupation? 
Now,  it  is  plain  that  a  tenant  coming  into  their  place, 
in  considering  what  rent  he  would  give  after  the  neces- 
sary deductions,  would  take  into  account,  as  increasing 
the  value  of  the  premises,  the  amount  to  be  annually 
paid  by  T/uLondon  and  North-  JVestern  Railway  Company 
for  their  use  of  the  station.     It  is  true  The  Eastern 
Counties  Company,  if  they  were  to  let  the  station,  though 
they  could,  of  course,  only  let  it  subject  to  the  right  of 
The  London  and   North-Western  Company  to   use   it, 
might,  taking  a  lower  rent  from  their  immediate  lessee, 
reserve  to  themselves  the  receipt  of  the  amount  annually 
payable  by  The  London  and  North- Western  Company, 
Whether  under  such  circumstances,  they  would  or  would 
not  still  remain  liable  as  occupiers,  quoad  a  moiety  of 
the  line,    Tfie  London    and    North- Western   Company 
having  only  an  easement  therein,  it  is  unnecessary  to 
decide.     It  is  suflScient,  in  our  opinion^  for  the  present 
purpose,   to    say   that,  rebus  sic    stantibus,   they  are 
assessable  to  the  full  amount  of  what  they  receive.    The 
true  principle,  according  to  which   the  value  of  the 
occupation  to  the  hypothetical  tenant  contemplated  by 
The  Parochial  Assessment  Act  is  to  be  estimated,  is,  to 
assume  the  continuance  of  those  circumstances  which 
constitute  the  value  to  the  existing  occupier,  unless  it 
be  made  to  appear  that  those  circumstances  are  about 
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1861.  to  undergo  a  change.  But  there  is  nothing  in  the 
The  QuBBN  present  case  to  lead  lo  the  supposition  that  The  Eastern 
Yhmov,  Counties  Company  will  either  fore«i;o  their  right  under  a 
very  advantageous  agreement,  which  is  to  bind  The 
London  and  North- Western  Company  to  a  very  remote 
future,  or  that  The  Eastern  Counties  Company  will  either 
let  the  station  to  any  other  occupier,  or,  if  they  do,  will 
place  such  occupier,  relatively  to  the  other  Company, 
in  a  different  position  from  that  in  which  they  themselves 
stand.  It  will  be  time  enough  to  deal  with  such  altered 
circumstances  when  they  arise.  At  present  TTfce  Eastern 
Counties  Company,  as  occupiers  of  this  station,  derive  a 
profit  not  only  from  their  own  use  of  the  station,  but 
also  in  respect  of  the  sum  annually  paid  by  The  London 
and  North'  Western  Company  for  their  use  of  it ;  and 
they  ought  in  justice  to  contribute  to  the  local  burdens 
in  proportion  to  the  entire  benefit  which  they  derive 
fVom  the  occupation  ;  and  we  think  that  they  fail  legally, 
as  they  certainly  do  morally,  in  the  attempt  to  withdraw 
themselves  from  such  fair  and  equal  contributions. 

The  order  of  Quarter  Sessions  must,  therefore,  be 
quashed,  and  the  rate  will  stand  according  to  the  original 
assessment. 

Order  of  Sessions  quashed  (a). 

(a)  Bovill  subsequently,  on  Saturday,  January  26th,  asked  leaye  to 
mention  this  case,  on  the  ground  that  the  judgment  had  possibly  pro- 
ceeded on  a  misapprehension  of  the  facts ;  and  he  called  attention  to  the 
clauses  in  the  agreement  by  which  it  appeared  that  the  London  and 
North-  Western  Company  were  to  haTe  exdusiye  occupation  of  part  of 
the  station,  and  to  the  statement  in  the  case  that  the  occupation  had  in 
fact  been  under  and  in  conformity  with  the  agreement.  But  Cockbum 
C.  J.  said  that  there  had  been  no  misapprehension,  and  that  the  judg- 
ment was  based  on  the  statement  in  the  case  that,  for  the  puxpoeee  of 
the  case,  the  appellants  were  to  be  deemed  to  be  the  persons  rateable  in 
respect  of  the  whole  occupation. 
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1861. 


Bennett  against  Griffiths  and  another.        Saturday, 

January  12tli. 

/^RAY^  in  \9!Bi  Michaelmas  Term^  moved  for  a  rule  The  Common 

calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  an  order  cedure  Act, 

of  Blackburn  J.  for  the  inspection  of  a  mine  of  the   ylctlc,  125. 

defendants  should  not  be  set  aside.  th^*"eitW 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiff  was  ^*J^  »°^i 

the  owner  of  certain  coal  mines  situate  at  Titford,  near  ^e  **  Hberty 

to  apply  to  the 
Oldbury,  in  the  county  of  fi^orcester,  containing  an  area  Court  or  a 

Judge  for  a 

of  forty  acres  or  thereabouts.     The  defendants  were  the  rule  or  order 

^  ,  •  *.       1  •  1.   .    .  1       for  the  inspec- 

Jessees  and  occupiers  of  other  mines  adjoining  to  the  tion  by  the 
said  mines  of  the  plaintiff,  and  which  the  defendants  i^msetf,  orby 
^ere  engaged  in  working  at  the  time  the  said  order  was  of^™^eal  or 
made.     The  plaintiff  having  cause  to  believe  that  the  pe^on^pro- 

'^  °  party  the 

inspection  of 
which  may  be 
'Snaterial  to  the  proper  determination  of  the  question  in  dispute ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful 
^or  the  Court,  or  a  Judge,  if  they  or  he  think  fit,  to  make  such  rule  or  order,  upon  such 
terms  as  to  costs  and  otherwise  as  such  Court  or  Judge  may  direct." 

Held,  that  this  section  gives,  as  ancillary  to  the  power  to  order  inspection,  the  same 
T)0wer  to  order  the  removal  of  obstructions,  with  a  view  to  inspection,  which  is  exercised 
oy  the  Courts  of  equity  as  ancillary  to  their  power  of  ordering  inspection. 

Plaintiff  and  defendants  were  ac^acent  mine  owners.  Plaintiff  having  reason  to  believe 
that  defendants  had  encroached  upon  his  mine,  obtained  permission  ^m  them  to  make 
an  inspection  of  their  mine,  when  he  found  a  recently  erected  wall  at  the  boundary 
l>etween  the  two  mines,  which  prevented  him  from  ascertaining  whether  defendants  had 
encroached  upon  his  mine  or  not.  Application  by  him  to  defendants  for  permission  to 
take  down  a  portion  of  this  wall  in  order  to  complete  the  inspection  having  been  refused, 
plaintiff  applied  to  a  Judge  at  Chambers,  imtler  the  above  section,,  for  an  order  for 
inspection.  The  Judge,  upon  being  satisfied  that  a  portion  of  defendants'  wall  could 
be  safely  removed,  and  an  inspection  behind  it  made  without  danger  to  life,  and  with  no 
further  detriment  to  defendants  than  a  temporrtry  suspension  of  their  works,  made  an 
order  that  plaintiff  should  inspect  defendants*  mine  at  and  behind  the  wall,  and  should 
be  at  liberty,  so  far  as  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  inspection,  to  make  a  drift-^ 
way  through  the  wall ;  before  making  the  inspection  giving  security  to  the  satisfaction 
of  the  master  to  the  extent  of  600/.,  or  depositing  that  sum  with  the  master,  to  abide 
any  order  the  Court  might  make  as  to  indemnifying  defendants  from  any  loss  or  damage 
they  might  sustain  in  consequence  of  the  inspection. 

Held,  refusing  a  motion  on  behalf  of  defendants  for  a  rule  calling  on  plaintiff  to  shew 
cause  why  this  order  should  not  be  set  aside,  that  the  order  was  good,  and  not  in  cxcet'^ 
of  the  Judge's  jurisdiction  under  the  statute. 
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1861.        defendants  had  encroached  opon  his  mine,  applied  to 
Bmaja^i      ^^^^  ^°  2nd  October,  for  permission  to  make  an  inspec- 
▼.  tion  of  their  mine.     On  26th  October  a  mine  agent, 

employed  for  the  purpose  by  the  plaintiff,  was  allowed 
to  go  down  into  the  mine,  when  he  found  that  the 
defendants  were  working  and  getting  a  measure  called 
the  ''thick  coaL"  He  made  his  survey  finom  the  pit 
shaft,  along  a  gate  road,  to  the  boundary  of  the  pbdn- 
tiff's  mine;  and  at  the  boundary  he  found  a  recently 
erected  wall  or  building,  which,  according  to  his  affi- 
davit, divided  the  mines  of  the  plaintiff  from  the  mines 
of  the  defendants,  and  extended  thirty  yards  or  there- 
abouts. Application  was  made  to  the  defendants  to 
allow  this  wall  to  be  taken  down,  in  order  that  the 
plaintiff^s  agent  might  see  whether  or  not  any  encroach- 
ment had  been  made  beyond  it;  but  the  defendants 
refused  to  allow  that  to  be  done.  There  were  no  means 
by  which  it  could  be  ascertained  whether  such  an 
encroachment  had  taken  place,  except  by  taking  down 
a  portion  of  the  wall  and  driving  a  gate  road  through  it, 
or  by  making  a  road  from  the  plaintiff's  own  mines  at 
an  expense  of  about  1000/.  The  time  occupied  in  the 
latter  process  would  be  about  six  months.  The  plaintiff 
had  reason  to  believe  that  about  1000  square  yards  of 
his  coal  had  been  taken  away  by  the  defendants.  On 
the  part  of  the  defendants  it  was  sworn  that  it  wonld 
be  injurious  to  their  mines  if  a  gate  road  were  driven 
through  the  wall ;  that  the  wall  which  had  been  erected 
was  only  the  usual  and  proper  wall,  erected  for  the 
purpose  of  strengthening  the  gate  road  in  that  portion 
of  the  mine,  and  that  the  workings  had  been  confined 
to  the  getting  of  coal  within  their  own  boundaries.  A 
summons  had  previously  been  obtained  for  an  inspection 
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of  the  defendants'  minesy  and,  under  the  state  of  things        1861. 
aboTc  set  out,   Blackburn  J.  made  an  order  that  that      Bennett  ~ 
summons  should  be  adjourned  for  a  week,  to  procure  a    GRirraas. 
report  from  the  inspector  of  mines  as  to  the  practicability, 
especially  with  reference  to  the  safety  of  the  mine,  of 
making  an  inspection  behind  the  wall  mentioned  in  the 
affidsTits;    the  plaintiff  undertaking   to  abide  by  any 
order  the  Court  might  make  as  to  paying  expense  or 
loss  incurred  during  his  inspection.     In  obedience  to  this 
order,  the  inspector  of  mines  for  the  district  was  allowed 
Ao  go  down  into  the  defendants'  mines  on  13  th  November, 
^fcat  he  was  unable  to  make  a  satisfactory  examination, 
i:n  consequence  of  the  damp  in  the  mine.     The  defend- 
^ants  refused  to  allow  any  person  employed  by  the  plain- 
Mzlff  to  go  into  the  mine  with  the  inspector,  although  the 
Scatter  informed  them  that  his  inspection  would  not  be 
JKAatisfactory  unless  that  was  done. 

On    16th  November,   Blackburn  J.  made   an    order, 

'fiirther  adjoiuming  the  summons,  and  ordering  that  the 

^lefendants  should  give  to  the  inspector  all  such  facilities 

^ms  he  diould  require,  including  permission  for  such  per- 

^sons  as  he  should  think  fit  to  accompany  him  for  the 

purpose  of  the  inspection. 

On  20th  November,  the   inspector  made  his  report, 
tbo  the  efiect  that  an  inspection  could  be  made  behind 
^ihe  wall,  either  by  making  a  headway  in  the  solid  coal, 
"dear  the  wall,  or  by  removing  a  portion  of  the  wall  itself, 
^n^hich  consisted  chiefly  of  short  round  timber,  longitudi- 
nally packed;  that  a  portion  of  the  return  air-current 
from  the  workings  might  be  diverted,  and  safely  used  by 
the  plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  ventilating  such  workings 
as  might  be  deemed  expedient  for  such  inspection.     He 
further  reported  that  no  practical  difficulty  existed,  cal- 
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1861.        culated  to  endanger  the  lives  of  the  workmen  employed ; 

Bkknbtt      And  that  the  inspection  sought  by  the  plaintiff  was  not 

Griffiths,     lil^ely  to  prove  detrimental   to   the  present   or  futore 

workings  of  the  mine,  beyond  a  temporary  suspension 

of  the  works  of  the  defendants. 

Blackburn  J.  then  made  an  order  '*  that  the  plaintiff 
be  at  liberty,  by  his  witnesses,  workmen  and  agents,  to 
inspect  the  defendants*  mine,  at  and  behind  the  wall  in 
the  aflSdavits  and  the  inspector*s  report  mentioned ;  that 
for  this  purpose  the  defendants  give  all  reasonable  facili- 
ties for  access  to  and  in  the  mine,  and  for  ventilation 
during  the  process ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  be  at  liberty, 
so  far  as  is  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  inspection, 
to  make  a  driftway,  as  described  in  the  inspector's 
report.  That,  before  commencing  the  inspection,  the 
plaintiff  give  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Master, 
to  the  extent  of  500iL,  or  deposit  that  sum  with  the 
Master,  to  abide  any  order  the  Court  may  make  as  to 
indemnifying  the  defendants  for  any  loss  or  damage 
which  may  be  sustained  in  consequence  of  this  inspec- 
tion." 

Grayy  for  his  rule  (a).  The  defendants  do  not  dis- 
pute the  propriety  of  Blackburn  J.'s  order,  or  the  justice 
of  its  terms ;  but  they  submit  that  he  had  no  jurisdiction 
to  make  it.  Sect.  58  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125.,  enacts  that  ''cither 
party  shall  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the  Court  or  a 
Judge  for  a  rule  or  order  for  the  inspection  by  the  jury, 
or  by  himself,  or  by  his  witnesses,  of  any  real  or  personal 

(a)  Mond4if/,  Novtmber  26th,  1860. 
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property  the  inspection  of  which  may  be  material  to  the        1861. 
proper  determination  of  the  question  in  dispute ;  and  it      Bbhnbtt"^ 
shall  be  lawful  for  the  Court,  or  a  jTudge,  if  they  or  he     grifVithb. 
think  fit,  to  make  such  rule  or  order,  upon  such  terms 
as  to  costs  and  otherwise  as  such  Court  or  Judge  may 
direct."    [Blackburn  J.     I  thought  that,  as  that  section 
empowers  the  Judge  to  order  inspection  of  property,  it 
^ives  him,  by  implication,  authority  to  order  all  things 
CiDcillary  to  the  inspection  to  be  done.     I  believe  that  the 
C^ourts  of  equity  exercise  such  a  jurisdiction.]  The  section 
^sontains  no  reference  to  the  practice  of  the  Courts  of 
^qaity ;  differing  in  that  respect  from  stat  14  &  15  VicL 
^7.  99.  t.  6.  which  empowers  the  common  law  Courts  to 
^z^onnpel  inspection  of  documents  whenever  equity  would 
^^rant  a  discovery.    The  Legislature  would  have  referred 
^Lo  the  practice  of  equity  in  the  one  case  as  in  the  other, 
S=iad  they  intended  it  to  be  taken  as  a  guide.     [Cock' 
im  C.  J.     The  word  "  inspection"  may  have  acquired 
Em  meaning  in  the  Courts  of  equity,  and  may  be  used  in 
K:hat  meaning  in  sect.  58  of  The  Common  Law  Proce* 
c3are  Act,  1854«     Hill  J.     Assuming,  as  appears  not 
S^mprobable,  that   the  defendants  have  purposely  con* 
latmcted  the  wall  for  the  express  purpose  of  preventing 
'^he  inspection,  do  you  contend  that  the  Court  is  power- 
less to  defeat  them  in  that  design  ?]     The  argument  for 
Che  defendants  must  go  to  that  extent;  no  provision  has 
>)een  made  by  the  Act  for  such  a  state  of  things.  Patent 
^Type  Founding  Company  v.  Lloyd  {a)  is  in  point   In  that 
case  the  Court  of  Exchequer  refused  an  application  by 
the  plaintifis  in  an  action  for  the  infringement  of  a  patent 
for  the  making  of  type  by  a  certain  combination  of 

(«)  6  jy.#i\r.  192. 
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1861.  metals^  for  liberty  not  merely  to  inspect  the  defendant'f 
Bbhsstt""  typ^  but  to  take  specimens  thereof,  if  necessaryi  for 
QEimrvs.  ^^  purpose  of  analysis.  The  application  was  made 
under  The  Patent  Law  Amendment  Act,  1853, 15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  83*  «.  42.,  which,  like  the  58th  section  of  The 
Oommon  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  merely  empowem 
the  Court  to  make  an  order  for  an  inspection.  If  the 
present  order  is  upheld,  it  is  difficult  to  say  what  orders 
6}r  the  inspection  of  property  may  not  be  made.  It  is 
conceivable,  for  instance,  that  such  an  order  might  go 
the  length  of  directing  a  house  to  be  pulled  down,  and 
yet  be  valid.  The  safer  construction  of  the  statute  is 
that  it  contemplates  the  ocular  inspection  only  of 
property. 

Macnamara  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance.  It  is 
not  disputed  by  the  other  side  that  the  Judge  had  power 
to  order  an  inspection  of  the  defendants*  mine,  in  order 
that  it  might  be  ascertained  whether  or  not  they  had 
encroached  oo  the  plaintifiTs.  But  the  inspection  thus 
ordered  must  be  an  ejBScient  inspection,  or  the  order  will 
amount  to  a  nullity.  In  the  present  case,  the  inspection 
could  be  made  only  by  taking  down  a  part  of  the 
defendants'  walL  The  Judge  bad  therefore  jurisdiction 
to  make  an  order  to  that  effect.  The  case  falls  within  the 
principle  that,  when  anything  is  given  by  the  law,  that 
fJso  is  given  without  which  the  thing  cannot  be  enjoyed. 
Patent  Type  Faundinff  Company  v.  Lloyd  {a\  if  in  point, 
is  distinguishable.  There,  the  plaintifis'  application,  if 
granted,  would  have  involved  the  destruction  of  some 
of  the  defendant's  property ;  here,  the  defendants  will 
suffer  nothing  beyond  a  temporary  inconvenience  from 
(a)  b  H.iK  192. 
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the  pUtttiff's  iiiq>eetioD  of  their  mine,  and  the  order       laei. 

carefbUj  pnnridet  that  for  that  they  shall  be  compensated      Bmnnm  " 

by  the  plaintiff.    In  the  case  in  qnestiony  the  Court  of    q-,-L«-. 

Exchequer  thooght  the  analysis  of  the  type  unnecessary 

to  the  inspection ;  but  Bramwell  B.  admitted  that  there 

might  be  cases  in  which  inspection  of  an  article  could 

not  be  had  without  consuming  a  portion  of  it.     Sect. 

68  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  em^ 

powers  the  Judge  to  make  the  order  upon  such  terms 

as  he  may  direct     [Blackburn  J.     In  Attorney  General 

T.  Chambers  (a)  the  Master  of  the  Rolls  made  an  order 

that  the  Commissioners  of  Woods  and  Forests  should 

ha?e  liberty  to  enter,  inspect   and  examine  the  coal 

mines  of  the  defendants,  and  to  take  all  necessary  steps 

for  enabling   them   to  make  and  perfect  a  complete 

survey.]     The  order  now  before  the  Court  limits  the 

plaintiff  to  doing  no  more  than   is  necessary  for  the 

inspection. 

Gray  was  heard  in  reply. 

Cfur.  adv.  vuH. 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court. 

In  this  case  the  plaintiff,  who  is  owner  of  minerals 
adjacent  to  a  mine  worked  by  the  defendants,  having 
reason  for  believing  that  the  defendants  had  worked 
across  the  boundary  and  removed  his  coal,  applied  to 
them,  on  the  2nd  of  October,  for  leave  to  inspect  their 
workings  and  ascertain  if  such  was  the  fact.  The  agent 
of  the  defendants  put  off  the  inspection  from  time  to 
time  till  the  26th  of  October,  when  he  permitted  the 
(a)  12  Beav.  159. 
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1861.  plaintiflTs  agent  to  descend  into  the  mines  and  inspect 
Bbmnbtt  ~  ttem.  The  plaintiff's  agent  foond  the  workings,  as  far 
GKirfiTHB.  **  ^®  could  examine  them,  to  be  within  the  defendants' 
boundary;  but  at  the  boundary  between  the  plaintiff's 
minerals  and  the  defendants  he  found  a  newly  erected 
wall  extending  for  about  thirty  yards.  If  there  was 
any  encroachment  at  all,  it  must  have  been  behind  this 
wall.  The  plaintiff  applied  to  the  defendants  for  leave 
to  take  down  part  of  this  wall,  so  as  to  ascertain  if  there 
was  any  encroachment  behind  it,  and  was  refused.  He 
then  applied  at  Chambers  for  an  order,  under  the  58th 
section  of  The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  to 
inspect  the  defendants'  mine  behind  this  wall,  on  affi- 
davits shewing  a  prima  facie  ground  for  believing  that 
there  had  been  an  encroachment  behind  it  Affidavits 
were  used  in  opposition,  in  which  it  was  strongly  sworn 
that  any  meddling  with  this  wall  would  produce  very 
injurious  effects  on  the  defendants' mine,  and  be  attended 
with  great  danger  to  those  engaged  in  working  it,  but 
containing  nothing  to  raise  any  doubt  that  the  wall 
had  been  recently  erected,  and  that  an  inspection  beyond 
it  would  decide  at  once  whether  there  had  been  an 
encroachment  or  not  The  Judge  at  Chambers  {Black- 
hum  J.)  made  an  order  that  the  government  inspector 
of  mines  should  be  permitted  to  examine  this  wall,  and 
report  on  the  practicability  and  safety  of  an  inspection 
behind  it  This  order  was  at  first  baffled;  but  od  a 
second  and  more  peremptory  order  to  the  same  effect, 
the  government  inspector  of  mines  did  examine  it,  and 
reported  that  an  inspection  could  be  made  behind  the 
wall,  by  certain  means  pointed  out  in  the  report,  without 
any  practical  difficulty  or  any  danger  either  to  the  lives 
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or  health  of  the  workmen  employed  in  the  said  pits  and  J  861. 
workings,  or  with  any  likelihood  of  detriment  to  the  Bennett 
present  or  future  workings  of  the  mine,  beyond  a  tem-  gbiffiths. 
porary  suspension  of  the  works  of  the  defendants  for  a 
few  hours,  or  at  most  for  a  day.  On  this  Blackburn  J. 
made  an  order  that  the  plaintiff,  by  his  witnesses,  work- 
men and  agents,  should  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  the 
defendants*  mine  at  and  behind  the  wall  in  the  affidavits 
and  the  inspector's  report  mentioned ;  that  for  this  pur- 
pose the  defendant  should  give  all  reasonable  facilities 
for  access  to  and  in  the  mine,  and  for  ventilation  during 
the  process ;  and  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty, 
80  far  as  was  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  the  inspection, 
to  make  a  driftway  as  described  in  the  inspector's  report ; 
that  before  commencing  the  inspection  the  plaintiff 
should  give  security  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  master  to 
the  extent  of  500/.,  or  deposit  that  sum  with  the  master, 
to  abide  any  order  the  Court  might  make  as  to  indem- 
nifying the  defendants  for  any  loss  or  damage  which 
might  be  sustained  in  consequence  of  this  inspection, 
the  plaintiff  undertaking  to  fulfil  any  order  in  that 
respect  made  by  the  Court.  On  the  last  day  of  last 
Term,  Mr.  Gray  applied  for  a  rule  to  set  aside  this 
order,  against  which  cause  was  shewn  in  the  first  instance. 
No  objection  was  made  to  the  propriety  of  the  order,  or 
the  justice  of  the  terms  contained  in  it,  if  the  Judge 
had  jurisdiction  to  make  it ;  but  it  was  contended  that 
neither  the  Court  nor  a  Judge  had  jurisdiction  to  inter- 
fere with  the  wall  itself,  or  the  defendants*  minerals,  for 
the  purpose  of  making  an  inspection  behind  the  wall. 
As  this  was  the  first  instance,  as  far  as  we  know,  in 
which  any  question  as  to  the  extent  of  this  new  juris- 
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1861,       diction  in  a  Court  of  common  law  had  been  raised,  tbe 

Besnkt      Court  took  time  to  consider. 

Grii mas  ^®  *^  ^^  opinion  that  the  Judge  had  jurisdiction  to 
make  the  order  in  question.  The  power  to  order  an 
inspection  of  real  or  personal  property  has  long  existed 
in  the  Courts  of  equity ;  and  we  find  that,  as  ancillary 
to  that  power,  the  Courts  of  equity  have  ordered  the 
removal,  where  necessary,  of  obstructions  to  tbe  in- 
spection. In  the  notes  to  East  India  Company  ▼• 
Kynaston  (a)  two  cases  are  reported  in  which,  under 
circumstances  ?ery  similar  to  the  present,  such  ordeiB 
were  made.  In  £arl  of  Lonsdale  t.  Curwen  {b)  the 
defendant  had  worked  his  own  mines,  so  as,  by  the 
rubbish,  &c.,  to  obstruct  the  passages  to  the  spot  where 
the  inspection  was  sought.  An  order  was  made  that  the 
viewers  should  inspect  the  mine,  and  that  the  defendant 
should  remove  the  obstruction.  In  Walker  v,  Fletcher  {e) 
the  defendants  had,  in  working  their  own  mines,  either 
bona  fide  to  keep  out  the  water,  or  colourably  to  [wevent 
the  inspection,  erected  firamed  dams  and  barrien^  the 
effect  of  which  was  to  drown  the  part  of  the  mine  where 
it  was  alleged  that  the  encroachment  had  taken  place. 
The  order  made  was,  that  that  the  defendant  should 
remove  the  framed  dams  and  barriers  as  the  vieweiB 
should  direct ;  and  that  the  viewers  were  to  cause  the 
same  to  be  removed,  unless  they  should  be  of  opinion 
that  the  collieries  would  be  thereby  destroyed.  This 
latter  case,  which  was  decided  in  the  time  of  Lord  JBkUm, 
is  a  strong  assertion  of  the  power  to  remove  obstructions 
to  inspection ;  and  seems  to  us  to  go  far  to  support,  in 

(a)  3  Bliffh.  0.  S.  153. 
(b)  3  Bliffh,  0.  S.  168,  note,  (0)  3  Btigk.  0,  8. 172. 
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that  respect,  the  order  now  complained  of.  In  the  1861. 
recent  case  of  Ennor  v.  Barwell  (a)  the  Lords  Justices  behnbtt 
varied  an  order  of  Stvart  V.  C,  in  which  he  had  gbifwths. 
directed  that  the  plaintiff  should  be  at  liberty  to  cut 
trenches  in  the  defendant's  ground,  in  order  to  ascertain 
the  geological  formation  of  the  ground  there,  as  being 
too  extensive ;  but  no  doubt  was  thereby  thrown  on  the 
jurisdiction  exercised  in  Earl  of  Lonsdale  v.  Curwen  (b\ 
or  Walker  v.  Fletcher  (c).  The  58th  section  of  The 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854,  does  not  regulate  the 
jurisdiction  given  to  the  Courts  of  law  by  reference  to 
that  already  exercised  by  the  Courts  of  Equity ;  but  we 
think  that,  as  ancillary  to  the  power  of  inspection  given 
to  the  Courts  of  common  law,  there  is  the  same  power 
given  to  remove  obstructions  with  a  view  to  inspection, 
^hich  was  exercised  by  the  Courts  of  equity  as  ancil- 
lary to  their  power  of  ordering  inspection.  The  order 
<M>mplained  of  does  not,  as  it  seems  to  us,  go  further 
than  that  made  in  Walker  v.  Fletcher  (c).  This  being 
our  opinion,  the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 

(tf )  IJkG.F.j-X  629.  {b)  3  Bligh.  0,  S.  168,  note. 

{e)  3  Bligh,  0,  S.  172. 
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Monday,         SINCLAIR,  administratrix,  against  The  Maritimb 

January  iith.  ^  , 

Passengers*  Assurance  Company. 


Defendants, 
a  Company 
established 
"  for  g^nting 
assurances 
acainst  loss 
of  life  and 
personal 
Injury  arising 
from  accident 
at  sea," 
granted  a 
policy  to  8., 
the  master  of 
a  ship  then 
about  to  pro- 
ceed on  a 
Toyage  from 
England  to 


f^  ASE  stated  by  consent,  and  by  order  of  Blackburn  J., 
for  the  opinion  of  the  Court,  without  pleadings. 
This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  plaintiff,  as  admi- 
nistratrix of  Lawrence   Sinclair y  deceased,  against  the 
defendants,  for  the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  100/. 

The  case  stated  that  Lawrence  Sinclair ^  in  the  policy 
of  assurance  tbcreinafler  mentioned,  and  therein  called 
and  described  as  ''  the  assured,**  then  of  South  Shields, 
in  the  county  of  Durham,  master  of  the  ship  SulloHf 
being  about  to  proceed  on  a  foreign  voyage,  namely,  a 
A^Xherehj  ^^J^g®  ^o"^  ^he  river   Tyne   to  Aden  and  elsewhere, 

it  was  agreed    j;j  ^^  jg^jj  j^j^rch,  1857,  effect  an  assurance  on  his 

that  in  case  S.  '  '  ' 

"  should  sustain 
any  personal 

injury  from,  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of,  any  accident  which  should  happen  to  him 
upon  any  ocean,  sea,  river,  or  lake,"  during  the  continuance  of  the  poli^,  defendants 
should  pay  him  a  reasonable  compensation  for  such  iiyury  ;  and  in  case  he  should  die 
from  the  effects  of  such  injury  within  three  calendar  months  from  the  occurrence  of  the 
accident,  should  pay  the  sum  insured  to  his  executors  or  administrators.  It  Iras  further 
agreed  by  the  policy  that  no  compensation  should  be  payable  thereunder  by  defendants, 
either  to  S.  or  his  personal  representatives,  in  respect  of  injury  occasioned  to  5.  by 
wounds  in  battle  or  in  any  way  by  the  act  of  the  Queen's  enemies ;  or  in  respect  of  any 
injury  to  which  8.  should  knowingly  and  without  some  adequate  motive  expose  Umseli ; 
but  it  was  declared  that,  with  those  exceptions,  the  policy  was  intended  to  secui%  com- 
pensation to  8.  or  his  representatives  "  in  the  event  of  his  sustaining  any  personal  i^iuiy 
du  ing  the  said  intended  voyage,  from  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  accklent 
whatsoever." 

8.  then  sailed  on  his  intended  voyage,  and  in  the  course  of  it  arrived  in  the  CoAin 
river,  on  the  south-west  coast  of  India.  Whilst  on  board  his  ship  in  that  river,  aM 
acting  as  master  of  the  ship,  he  was  struck  down  by  a  sunstroke,  to  which  he  did  noi 
knowingly  and  without  adequate  motive  expose  himself,  and  from  the  effects  of  which  b4 
on  the  same  day  died. 

In  an  action  by  8.'b  administratrix  on  the  policy  to  recover  the  sum  insured  from 
defendants ;  Held,  that  defendants  were  not  liable  :  for  that  8,* a  death  could  not  be  said 
to  have  arisen  from  accident,  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy. 
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life  with   the   defendants,    The    Maritime  Passengers'        1861. 
Assurance  Companyy  "for  granting  assurances   against      Sinolaib"^ 
loss   of  life  and  personal   injury  arising  from  accident     habitimb 
at  sea,**  for   the  sum  of  100/. ;  and   did  then  pay  to     ^{^^^^ 
the   defendants   the   sum   of  1/L   as  premium   thereon      Company. 
for  one  year^  the   said  sum  of  1/.  being  the   amount 
of  premium  required  by  the  defendants  in  considera- 
tion of    the   said   insurance;  and  did  afterwards  pay 
or  cause  to  be  paid  to  the  defendants^  and  the  defen- 
dants did,  in  March,  1858,  accept,  the  further  sum  of 
1/.  premium,  as  a  further  and  continuing  consideration 
for  the  said  insurance  of  lOOL;  and,  at  the  time  of  the. 
death  of  the  said  Lawrence  Sinclair  thereinafter  men- 
tioned, all  the  premiums  due  and  payable  to  the  defen- 
dants in  consideration  for  the  said  assurance  were  and  had 
been  paid,  and  the  said  policy  of  assurance  was  in  full 
force  and  effect     And  the  said  Lawrence  Sinclair,  in  hb 
life,  and  the  plaintiff,  administratrix  as  aforesaid,  since  his 
death,  had  in  all  things  conformed  to  and  performed  and 
kept  all  things  in  the  said  policy  mentioned,  and  all  the 
conditions  endorsed  thereon,  on  their  parts,   and  had 
given  all  notices  required  thereby,  and  all  things  had 
happened  and  been  performed,  and  all  times  had  elapsed, 
necessary  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  maintain  this  action, 
if  the  Court  should  answer  in  the  affirmative  the  question 
thereinafter  proposed  for  their  consideration. 

By  the  said  policy  of  assurance  it  was  (inter  alia) 
agreed  that  in  case  the  said  Latorence  Sinclair,  therein 
called  the  assured,  should  sustain  any  personal  injury 
from  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  accident 
which  should  happen  to  him  upon  any  ocean,  sea,  river, 
or  lake,  within  the  period  of  twelve  calendar  months 
from  the   date  of  the  said   policy,   and   subsequently 
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1861.        during  the  continuance  of  the  said  policy,  the  defen- 

SiHCLAiB      dants  should  be  liable  to  pay  and  would  pay  to  the  said 

J,    ^'  assured  a  reasonable  compensation  for  the  said  injury. 

Passengers'    And   it  was  further  agreed  that,  in  case  the  assured 
Insurance  , 

Company,      should  die  from  the  effects  of  the  said  injury  within  the 

period  of  three  calendar  months  from  the  occurrence  of 

the  accident  causing  such  injury,  the  defendants  would 

pay  to  the  executors  or  administrators  of  the  said  assured 

the  said  sum  of  100/. 

And  it  was  further  agreed  by  the  said  policy  of  assur- 
ance that  the  assured  should  not^  nor  should  his  legal 
.personal  representatives,  be  entitled  to  any  compensation 
whatsoever,  under  or  by  virtue  of  the  said  policy,  in 
respect  of  any  injury,  whether  resulting  in  loss  of  life 
or  not,  which  should  arise  from,  or  be  occasioned  by,  any 
wound  received  in  battle,  or  in  any  way  caused  by  the  act 
of  the  Queen^s  enemies,  or  in  respect  of  any  injury  to 
which  the  assured  should  knowingly  and  without  some 
adequate  motive  expose  himself;  but,  save  and  except 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  policy  was  intended  to  secure  com- 
pensation to  the  assured,  or  to  his  legal  personal  repre- 
sentatives, in  the  event  of  his  sustaining  any  personal 
injury  during  the  said  intended  voyage,  from  or  by 
reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  accident  whatsoever. 

The  said  assured  did,  on  or  about  13th  March,  1857, 
sail  in  the  said  ship  from  the  river  Ti/ne  on  his  said 
intended  voyage,  and,  on  or  about  29ih  June^  1858, 
arrived  at  and  in  the  Cochin  river,  on  the  south-west 
coast  of  India  ;  and  whilst  on  board  the  said  ship,  in  the 
said  river,  and  while  acting  as  master  thereof  and  super- 
intending the  turning  of  the  said  ship  (which  was  being 
hove  on  to  her  port  side;,  was  struck  down  by  a  sun- 
stroke, and  died  the  same  day  from  the  effects  of  the 
said  sunstroke. 
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It  was  admitted  that  the  said  assured  died  from  the 
effects  of  the  said  sunstroke^  and  that  he  did  not  know- 
ingly and  without  adequate  motive  expose  himself  to 
the  same.  And  it  was  agreed  that  the  said  policy  of 
assurance,  and  the  conditions  endorsed  thereon,  should 
accompany  and  be  taken  to  be  and  form  part  of  the 
case;  and  that  the  Court  should  be  at  liberty  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact. 

The  question,  therefore,  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
was.  Whether  the  death  of  the  said  Lawrence  Sinclair^ 
so  caused  by  the  said  sunstroke  as  aforesaid,  was  death 
resulting  from  an  accident  causing  personal  injury, 
within  the  true  intent  and  meaning  of  the  said  policy. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  in  the  affirmative, 
then  it  was  agreed  by  and  between  the  plaintiff,  admin- 
istratrix as  aforesaid,  and  the  defendants,  that  the 
judgment  of  the  Court  should  be  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  100/.  with  taxed  costs.  But  if 
the  opinion  of  the  Court  should  be  in  the  negative,  then 
it  was  agreed  that  the  judgment  of  the  Court  should  be 
entered  for  the  defendants,  with  taxed  costs. 


1861. 

SlMCLAlB 
V. 

Maritime 
Passengers' 
Insnrance 
Company. 


Atacnamara,  for  the  plaintiff  (a).  The  question  is 
whether  sunstroke  is  an  accident,  within  the  meaning 
of  the  policy.  It  falls  within  the  definitions  of  the  word 
**  accident"  given  in  dictionaries.  Johnson^  for  instance 
defines  the  word  to  mean  *^  That  which  happens  unfore- 
seen; casualty;  chance";  and  Richardson^  "That  which 
£ei11s,  or  happens,  or  occurs  to;  generally  with  a  sub- 
condition  of  something  unforeseen,  unexpected,  unfor- 
tunate, unnecessary,   without  design^   contrivance,   or 


(a)  Friday,  Nomnber  9th,  1860. 
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intention.''  It  was  clearly  contemplated  by  the  policy 
that  the  defendants  should  be  liable  to  a  very  wide 
extent.  This  is  shewn  by  the  express  exception  of  the 
defendants  from  liability  for  injury  occasioned  to  the 
assured  by  wounds  received  in  battle  ;  which  injury,  it  is 
to  be  presumed,  the  parties  to  the  policy  regarded  as  an 
accident ;  for  otherwise  it  would  have  been  unnecessary 
to  protect  the  defendants  from  liability  in  respect  of  it. 
[Hill  J.  Would  you  say  that  death  from  jungle  fever 
is  an  accident  ?]  It  is  not  necessary  to  contend  that  the 
term  '^accident**  extends  to  diseases.  [Cockbum  C.  J. 
Suppose,  in  the  present  case,  that  the  sunstroke  had 
brought  on  a  fever  from  which  death  had  resulted.  Hill  J. 
Or  that  it  had  brought  on  a  fatal  apoplexy.]  Even  if  so^ 
the  defendants  would  probaUy  have  been  liable;  the 
sunstroke,  the  primary  cause  of  the  injury,  being  a 
something  happening  to  the  assured  ab  extri^  not,  like 
disease,  a  something  ab  intriL  Any  injury  caused  by 
external  agency,  which  the  injured  person  is  unable  to 
foresee,  and  against  which  he  has  no  opportunity  of 
guarding,  is  an  accident,  at  all  events  within  the  meaning 
of  this  policy.  Injury  from  sunstroke  is  not  alluded  to 
in  the  exceptions ;  but  the  policy  declares  that  **  save  and 
except"  the  specified  injuries,  the  **  policy  is  intended 
to  secure  compensation  to  the  assured,  or  to  hb  legal 
personal  representatives^  in  the  event  of  his  sustaining 
any  personal  injury  during  the  said  intended  voyage, 
from  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence  of  any  accident 
whatsoever."  [(Jockburn  C.  J.  In  Indian  latitudes, 
sunstroke  is  so  common  a  result  of  exposure  to  heat  that 
it  can  hardly  be  regarded  as  an  accident]  It  is  not  the 
usual  effect  of  heat  in  those  climates  to  produce  sun- 
stroke.   The  case  finds  moreover^  as  an  admitted  &ct. 
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that  the  assured  did  not  knowingly  and  without  adequate 
motive  expose  himself  to  the  sunstroke.  [Cockburn  C.J. 
He  might,  however,  have  anticipated  it  as  a  not  impro- 
bable event.]  Hardly  so :  any  more  than  he  might  have 
anticipated  being  struck  by  lightning.  [Hill  J.  The 
language  of  the  clause  in  the  policy  following  the  excep- 
tions, is  certainly  very  wide,  and  you  may  be  justified  in 
contending  that  the  defendants  were  to  be  liable  for  any 
kind  of  unforeseen  injury,  not  expressly  excepted ;  though 
not  falling  within  the  strict  definition  of  '^  accident. *'] 
That  was  the  intention.  Moreover,  it  must  be  remem- 
bered that,  if  there  is  room  for  doubt,  the  words  must, 
according  to  the  general  rule,  be  construed  most  strongly 
against  the  defendants.  Trew  v.  Railtoay  Passenger^ 
Assurance  Company  (a)  has  some  bearing  on  the  present 
.  case ;  but  does  not  decide  the  question  one  way  or  the 
other. 
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Geary,  for  the  defendants.  The  defendants  are  not 
liable.  Death  from  sunstroke  was  not  an  <*  accident*' 
to  the  assured  within  the  natural  and  ordinary  sense  of 
that  word.  A  disease  is  not  an  accident,  however  rare 
its  occurrence  may  be.  And  sunstroke  is  a  disease^ 
rare  elsewhere  it  is  true,  but  in  hot  climates  not  un<- 
common.  It  is  described  as  a  disease  in  medical  works : 
for  instance,  in  The  Transactions  of  the  Medical  and 
Physical  Society  of  Bombay  y  for  the  years  1857  and  1858; 
The  American  Journal  of  the  Medical  Sciences,  Nos.  73 
and  75;  and  several  numbers  of  The  Medical  Times. 
The  cause  of  the  death  of  the  assured  was  therefore 
not  accident:  still  less  an  accident  happening 


(fl)  bKfK  211. 
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to  him  upon  any  ocean,  sea,  river,  or  lake ;  which  clasB 
of  accidents  alone  were  insured  against  by  the  policy. 

Macnamara^  in  reply.  The  risks  insured  against  by 
the  policy  were  not  limited  to  accidents  of  the  sea  or 
rivers ;  the  words  immediately  following  the  enumeration 
of  excepted  risks  shew  that,  with  those  exceptions,  it 
was  meant  to  cover  injuries  arising  from  any  accident 
whatever.  The  only  question  is  whether  the  sunstroke 
was  or  was  not  an  accident  Having  regard  to  the 
extensive  language  of  the  policy,  it  clearly  was;  not- 
withstanding the  theories  of  medical  men  as  to  how  &r 
it  is  to  be  deemed  a  disease. 

Cur.  adv.  mdL 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (a).  This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  adminis- 
tratrix of  one  Lawrence  Sinclair^  on  a  policy  of  insurance 
efiected  by  the  deceased  with  the  defendants,  whereby 
he,  being  then  about  to  proceed  on  a  foreign  voyage  as 
master  of  a  vessel,  was  insured  to  the  extent  of  a  reason- 
able compensation  against  any  personal  injury  from  or 
by  reason  of  or  in  consequence  of  any  accident  which 
might  happen  to  him  upon  any  ocean,  sea,  river,  or  lake ; 
and  in  the  sum  of  100/1  for  the  benefit  of  his  personal 
representative,  in  the  event  of  the  assured  dying  from 
the  effects  of  any  such  injury  within  three  months  of  its 
occurrence.  The  assured  being  with  his  ship  in  the 
Cochin  river,  on  the  south-west  coast  of  India,  while 
doing  duty  on  the  ship  was  (as  it  is  termed  in  the 
special  case)  struck   down  by  a  sunstroke,  from  the 


(a)  CocJkbum  C.  J.  and  Hill  J. 
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effects  of  which  he  died  in  the  course  of  the  same  day. 
The  question  is  whether,  under  stich  circumstances,  the 
death  of  the  deceased  can  be  said  to  have  arisen  from 
accident,  within  the  meaning  of  the  policy.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  it  cannot,  and  that  our  judgment  must  be 
for  the  defendants. 

It  is  difficult  to  define  the  term  '^  accident,"  as  used 
in  a  policy  of  this  nature,  so  as  to  draw  with  perfect 
accuracy  a  boundary  line  between  injury  or  death  from 
accident,  and  injury  or  death  from  natural  causes;  such 
as  shall  be  of  universal  application.  At  the  same  time 
we  think  we  may  safely  assume  that,  in  the  term  *<  acci- 
dent" as  so  used,  some  violence,  casualty,  or  vis  major, 
is  necessarily  involved.  We  cannot  think  disease  pro- 
duced by  the  action  of  a  known  cause  can  be  considered 
as  accidental.  Thus  disease  or  death  engendered  by 
exposure  to  heat,  cold,  damp,  the  vicissitudes  of  climate, 
or  atmospheric  influences,  cannot,  we  think,  properly  be 
said  to  be  accidental ;  unless  at  all  events,  the  exposure 
is  itself  brought  about  by  circumstances  which  may  give 
it  the  character  of  accident.  Thus  (by  way  of  illustra- 
ti(»]),  if,  from  the  effects  of  ordinary  exposure  to  the 
elements,  such  as  is  common  in  the  course  of  navigation, 
a  mariner  should  catch  cold  and  die,  such  death  would 
not  be  accidental ;  although  if,  being  obliged  by  ship- 
wreck or  other  disasters  to  quit  the  ship  and  take  to  the 
sea  in  an  open  boat,  he  remained  exposed  to  wet  and 
cold  for  some  time,  and  death  ensued  therefrom,  the 
death  might  properly  be  held  to  be  the  result  of  acci- 
dent. It  is  true  that,  in  one  sense,  disease  or  death 
through  the  direct  effect  of  a  known  natural  cause,  such 
as  we  have  referred  to,  may  be  said  to  be  accidental^ 


J861. 

Sinclair 

V. 

Maritimb 
Passengen' 
Infiurance 
Companj. 


486 


HILARY  TERM. 


1861. 


Sinclair 

T. 

Haritimb 
Passengers' 
Insurance 
Company. 


inasmuch  as  it  is  uncertain  beforehand  whether  the 
effect  will  ensue  in  any  particular  case.  Exposed  to 
the  same  malaria  or  infection,  one  man  escapes,  another 
succumbs.  Yet  diseases  thus  arising  have  always  been 
considered,  not  as  accidental,  but  as  proceeding  from 
natural  causes. 

In  the  present  instance,  the  disease  called  sunstroke, 
although  the  name  would  at  first  seem  to  imply  some- 
thing of  external  violence,  is,  so  far  as  we  are  informed, 
an  inflammatory  disease  of  the  brain,  brought  on  by 
exposure  to  the  too  intense  heat  of  the  sun's  rays.  It 
is  a  disease  to  which  persons  exposing  themselves  to  the 
sun  in  a  tropical  climate  are  more  or  less  liable,  just  as 
persons  exposed  to  the  other  natural  causes  to  which  we 
have  referred  are  liable  to  disastrous  consequences 
therefrom.  The  deceased,  in  the  discharge  of  hb 
ordinary  duties  about  his  ship,  became  thus  affected  and 
so  died. 

We  think,  for  the  reasons  we  have  given,  that  his 
death  must  be  considered  as  having  arisen  from  a 
"natural  cause,"  and  not  from  "accident,"  within  the 
meaning  of  this  policy.  There  must  be  judgment  for 
the  defendants. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 
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Ex  parte  Anderson  (a).  Tuesday, 

January  15th. 

T^DWIN  JAMES    moved  that  a  writ  of  habeas  The  superior 

corpus  ad  subjiciendum  be  issued  to  the  sheriff  of  common  law 

the  county  of  Yorky  in  Canada,  and  to  the  keeper  of  the  ^^^^^ 

gaol  of  Toronto  in  that  county,  to  bring  up  the  body  of  tionat  common 

John  Anderson*  ^^t  of  habeas 

corpus  ad  sub- 
The  motion  was  made  on  the  affidavit  of  Louis  Alexis  jiciendum,  to 

Chameravzowy  of  27,  New  Broad  Street,  in  the  city  of  the  dominions 

London,  secretary    of    The   British  and  Foreign  Anti-  of  Engla^^ 

SUxcery  Society  ;  which  stated  that  John  Anderson,  of  the  ^^^^^^^i^ 

city  of  Toronto,  in  Her  Majesty's  province  of  Canada,  j^^*^®*^* 

a  British  subject  domiciled  there,  was,  as  the  deponent  *^^  ^^  l>een 

.  .  ^  established. 

believed,  illegally  detained  in  the  criminal  gaol  of  the  Such  juris- 

said  city  against  his  will,  not  having  been  legally  ac-  taken  away 

cused,  or  charged  with,  or  legally  tried  or  sentenced  for,  peL  1^- 

ihe  commission  of  any  crime,  or  of  any  offence  against  ^^J®  ^^^^' 

or  recognized  by  the  laws  in  force  in  the  said  province,  ^^^^^^^* 

or  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty^s  dominions ;  and  not  granted  a  writ 
,         ,  .         .  .  °^  habeas  cor- 

being  otherwise  liable    to  be  imprisoned  or  detained  pus  directed 

,  to  certain 

under  or  by  virtue  of  any  such  laws :  and  that,  unless  gaolers  and 
a  peremptory  writ  of  habeas  corpus  should  immediately  ^vince  of 

Upper  Canada, 
commanding 
(a)  In  con8eq[aenoe  of  the  decision  in  this  case  it  has  since  been   them  to  bring 

«Dact6d,  by  stat.  25  &  26  Vict,  c,  20.  «.  1.,  that  no  writ  of  habeas  corpus   ^i^J^®  ^7. 

shall  issne  out  of  England  by  authority  of  any  Judge  or  Court  of  justice   subject,  alleged 

therein,  into  any  colony  or  foreign  dominion  of  the  Crown  where  Her  to  be  illega&jr 

IMEigesty  has  a  lawfully  established  Court  or  Courts  of  justice,  baring  }^^®^  ^"*' 

authori^  to  grant  and  issue  the  said  writ,  and  to  insure  the  due  ezecu- 

tiim  thereof  throughout  such  colony  or  dominion.    Sect.  2  prorides  that 

the  Act  shall  not  affect  or  interfere  with  any  legally  existing  right  of 

appeal  to  Her  Mi^esty  in  council. 
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1861.        issue,  the  life  of  the  said  John  Anderson  was  exposed  to 
Ex  parte       ^^^  greatest  and  to  immediate  danger. 

ARDERSOir. 

Edwin  Jamesy  for  the  writ.  The  Crown,  through  the 
superior  Courts  at  Westminster^  has  power  to  issue  the 
prerogative  mandatory  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  any  part 
of  the  Queen's  dominions,  and  therefore  to  Canada. 
Stat  14  G.  3.  c.  83.,  '*  An  Act  for  making  more  effectual 
provision  for  the  government  of  the  province  of  Quebec 
in  North  Americay^  recites  in  the  preamble  that  the 
*'  countries,  territories,  and  islands  in  America^  dealt 
with  by  the  Act,  were  '*  ceded  to  His  Majesty  by  the** 
"  treaty  of  peace,  concluded  at  Paris  on  10th  February ^ 
1763"  ;  and,  by  stat.  31  G.Z.  c.  31. s. 2.,  the  province  of 
Qtiebec  is  divided  into  two  separate  provinces  called  the 
province  of  Upper  Canada  and  the  province  of  Lower 
Canada.  [Hill  J.  I  observe  that  stat.  14  G.  3.  c.  83. 
enacted,  by  sect.  8,  *'  that  in  all  matters  of  controversy, 
relative  to  property  and  civil  rights,  resort**  should  **  be 
had  to  the  laws  of  Canada,  as  the  rule  for  the  decision 
of  the  same;*'  and,  by  sect.  11,  that  the  criminal  law  of 
England  was  to  be  continued  in  force  in  the  province.] 
There  can  be  no  doubt  but  that  the  writ  of  habeas 
corpus  may  issue  to  Canada.  In  delivering  the  judg- 
ment of  this  Court  in  Leonard  Watson's  Case  (a\  Lord 
Denman,  C.  J.  said,  '<  The  difficult  questions  that  may 
arise  touching  the  enforcement  in  England  of  foreign 
laws,  are  excluded  from  this  case  entirely;  for  Upper 
Canada  is  neither  a  foreign  state^  nor  a  colony  with  any 
peculiar  customs.  Here  are  no  mala  prohibita  by  virtue 
of  arbitrary  enactments ;  the  relation  of  master  and  slave 

(a)  9A.iE.  731.  782. 
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is  not  recognized  as  legal :  but  Acts  of  Parliament  have        1861. 
declared  that  the  law  of  England^  and  none  other,  shall      £xpart« 
there  prevail."     No  precedent  has  been  discovered  of 
an  actual  issue  of  the  writ  to  Canada  ;  but  no  distinction 
exists,  for  this  purpose,  between  that  colony  and  any 
other  part  of  the  dominions   of  the  Crown.     In  Bac. 
Abr.  tit.  Habeas  Corpus   (B).  2,  under    the  heading, 
**  To  what  places  it  may  be  granted,^'  the  law  is  thus 
laid  down :    *'  It  hath  been  already  observed,  that  the 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  is  a  prerogative  writ,  and  that 
therefore,  by  the  common  law,  it  lies  to  any  part  of  the 
King's  dominions ;  for  the  King  ought  to  have  an  account 
why  any  of  his  subjects  are  imprisoned,  and  therefore 
no  answer  will  satisfy  the  writ,  but  to  return  the  cause 
with  paratum  habeo  corpus,  &c.     Hence  it  was  holden, 
that  this  writ  lay  to  Calais  at  the  time  it  was  subject  to 
the  King  of  EnglandJ*    In  delivering  the  judgment  of 
the  Court  in  Rex  v.  Cowle  (a),  in  which  case  the  ques- 
tion was  whether  this  Court  had  jurisdiction  to  issue  a 
certiorari  to  Berwick-upon-  Tweed,  Lord  Man^ld  C.  J. 
said,  "  Writs,  not  ministerially  directed,  (sometimes  called 
prerogative  writs,  because  they  are  supposed  to  issue  on 
the  part  of  the  King,)  such  as  writs  of  mandamus,  pro- 
hibition, habeas  corpus,  certiorari,  are  restrained  by  no 
clause  in  the  constitution  given  to  Berwick:  upon   a 
proper  case,  they  may  issue  to  every  dominion  of  the 
Crown  of  England.     There  is  no  doubt  as  to  the  power 
of  this  Court ;  where  the  place  is  under  the  subjection 
of  the  Crown  of  England ;  the  only  question  is,  as  to 
the  propriety.     To  foreign  dominions,  which  belong  to 
a  prince  who  succeeds  to  the  throne  of  England,  this 

(rt)  2  Burr.  834.  855. 
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,     ,.^     ^  Jiid  any  writ  of  any  kind.     Wc 
1861.        issue,  the  life  o^              y        / «    .i    j       •    .u     n 
^             ^.  OitirpuB  to  Semand  or  to  the  Elec- 

A^dI^h.      ^  ""  ^"^'"''''^       J'fi'^y  ^l^e  ^»fc  «/  -»f««.  ll^e  Plantations, 
;'V^/o88  of  the  Duchj  of  Normandy,  they 
'^t^ZffsideTed  as  annexed  to  the  Crown,  in  some 


^)tfi  tfw««y  »od  Jersey^  we  may ;  and  formerly, 
i^'^Cdai^l  which  was  a  conquest,  and  yielded  to 
^  Cto^f^  of  England  by  the  treaty  of  BretignyJ*    In 
«^/,<  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  tested  per  ipsum  regem 
^  ^ncilium  in  parliauiento,  was  sent  to  the  governor  of 
fylai»f  to  bring  up  the  body  of  Thomas,  Duke  of  Glou- 
eegter,  then  in  custody   there,  to  answer  a  charge  of 
treason  preferred  against  him  by  the  Duke  of  Rutland  and 
others  (a).     \_CrompUm  J.     That  was  a  writ  ad  respon- 
dendum, which  is  on  a  different  footing  from  the  writad 
subjiciendum.]  The  foUowingentry  in  2  Peere  Williams  s 
Rep.,  p.  74,  supports  Lord  Mansfield's  statement,  already 
cited,  that  the  writ  may  go  to  the  Plantations.  *'  Memor- 
andum, 9th  of  August,  1722,  it  was  said  by  the  Master 
of  the  Rolls  to  have  been  determined  by  the  Lords  of 
the  Privy  Council,  upon  an  appeal  to  the  King  in  coun- 
cil from  the  foreign  plantations,  1st,  that  if  there  be  a 
new  and  uninhabited  country  found  out  by    English 
subjects,  as  the  law  is  the  birthright  of  every  subject,  so, 
wherever  they  go,  they  carry  their  laws  with  them,  and 
therefore  such  new  found  country  is  to  be  governed  by 
the  laws  of   England:  though,  after  such  country    is 
inhabited  by  the  English,  Acts  of  Parliament  made  in 

(a)  Eymer'a  FaJera,  vol.  3,  part  4,  p.  135  (Hague  edition,  1740). 
James  also  stated  that  he  had  found  the  following  instances  of  writs 
having  issued  to  Cahh.  A  writ  of  umovcas  manus,  in  136^3 ;  of  attach- 
ment, from  the  Court  of  King's  Bench,  against  the  mayor,  for  liisobeying 
a  writ,  in  13t)4 ;  and  of  inquisition,  to  inquire  into  the  goods  of  a  felon, 
in  1374. 
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'^.nglandy  without  naming  the  foreign  plantations,  will  186I. 
^  bind  them.'*  These  dicta  are  in  accordance  with  e^  parte 
the  general  law  of  nations.  Thus  Vattel  lays  it 
down  {a)  that  "  when  a  nation  takes  possession  of  a 
distant  country,  and  settles  a  colony  there,  that  country, 
though  separated  from  the  principal  establishment,  or 
mother  country,  naturally  becomes  a  part  of  the  state, 
equally  with  its  ancient  possessions.  Whenever,  there- 
fore, the  political  laws,  or  treaties,  make  no  distinction 
between  them,  everything  said  of  the  territory  of  a 
nation  must  also  extend  to  its  colonies."  In  Campbell 
V.  HaU(b)  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J.  pointed  out  that  it  is 
clear  that  a  country  conquered  by  the  British  arms 
becomes  subject  to  the  Legislature  of  Great  Britain ; 
though  the  laws  of  such  a  country  may  be  changed  by 
the  authority  of  the  Crown.  He  gave  as  instances, 
amongst  others,  Berwick,  Gascony^  Guicnne^  Calais  and 
Minorca,  [^Cockbum  C.  J.  At  the  time  of  the 
decision  in  Rex  v.  Cowle  (c)  Berwick  was  not  subject 
to  the  laws  of  Scotland,  There  was,  consequently, 
no  superior  Court  with  power  to  control  proceedings 
instituted  there,  unless  the  superior  Courts  of  IVest-- 
minster  had  jurisdiction  to  do  so.  Blackburn  J. 
In  the  course  of  the  judgment.  Lord  Mansfield  C.  J. 
says,  (rf),  "  The  charter  gives  them"  (the  corpora- 
tion of  Berwick)  ^*  power  to  make  ordinances  with 
penalties  of  fine  and  imprisonment:  so  as  they  be 
reasonable,  and  not  repugnant  to  the  laws,  statutes  and 
customs  oi England.  In  short,  they  have  no  criminal 
law,  but  the  law  oi  England;  and  no  criminal  jurisdic- 

(a)  Law  of  Nations,  book  1,  ch.  18,  sect  210.  p.  100  {Chitty'$  edition, 
1834). 
(h)  1  Cowp.  204.  208.  210.  (c)  2  Burr,  834. 

(i)  2  Burr,  855. 
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1861.  tion,  but  with  such  a  reference  to  the  hw  of  JEnffhmdf 
Ex  parte  as  necessarily  includes  this  Court."  Can  the  same  be 
said  of  Canada  f  Cockburn  C.  J.  Canada  possesses  an 
independent  Legislature  and  an  independent  judicature. 
Crompton  J.  You  must  make  out  that  we  have  concor- 
rent  jurisdiction  with  the  superior  Courts  of  Canada^ 
The  mere  fact  that  the  Crown  has  granted  a  local  judi- 
cature to  a  colony,  with  the  same  jurisdiction,  within 
the  colony,  that  the  superior  Courts  of  England  have 
over  the  whole  of  the  realm,  does  not,  in  the  absence  of 
express  enactment  to  the  contrary,  oust  the  Crown  of 
its  right  to  control  the  local  Courts  in  the  exercise  of 
their  jurisdiction.  There  is  a  local  judicature  m  Ireland; 
but,  in  Anonymous  (a),  the  Court  seemed  to  be  of  opinion 
that  a  habeas  corpus  might  be  sent  to  Ireland  to  remove 
a  person  taken  in  execution  upon  a  judgment  there. 
[^27/  J.  At  that  time  an  appeal  lay  from  Ireland  to  this 
Court  But  appeals  from  the  colonies  lie  only  to  the 
Queen  in  Council.]  There  are  several  instances  in 
which  the  jurisdiction  of  the  English  superior  Courts  to 
issue  a  habeas  corpus  to  the  foreign  dominions  of  the 
Crown  has  been  considered.  In  Crawford s  Case  (*) 
this  Court  appears  to  have  thought  that  the  writ,  ad 
subjiciendum,  runs  at  common  law  to  the  Isle  of  Man  ; 
at  any  rate  since  stat.  5  G.  3.  c.  26.,  by  which  the  island 
was  vested  inalienably  in  the  King  and  his  successors, 
as  part  of  the  dominions  of  the  Crown  of  England.  In 
Ex  parte  I^es  (c)  the  Court  refused  a  writ  of  error  to 
bring  up  the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  prisoner  for 
a  criminal  oflFence,  by  the  Supreme  Court  of  St.  Helena^ 
on  the  ground  that  the  Attorney  General's  fiat  for  the 
writ  had  not  been  obtained.      Crompton  J.,  however, 

(fl)  Vent.  357.  {h)  13  Q.  B.  613. 

(c)  E.  B.  ^-  E.  828. 
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afterwards  granted  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  that  case.  1861. 
[Crampion  J.  I  granted  the  writ  as  ancillary  to  the  writ  £x  parte 
of  error,  which  the  Crown  had  afterwards  allowed  to  »'>**^»- 
issue.  Cockbum  C.  J.  At  the  time  of  the  argument  of 
the  question  whether  the  writ  of  error  ought  to  be 
granted,  the  Court  seems  to  have  doubted  whether  a 
writ  of  habeas  corpus  could  issue  to  St  Hekna.  In 
delivering  the  judgment  of  the  Court,  LordCampbett  C.  J. 
says  (a),  *'  No  precedent"  "  of  any  such  proceeding" 
as  a  writ  of  error  or  certiorari  **  with  respect  to  a  depen- 
dency like  St  Selena,  for  several  centuries,  was  brought 
before  us;  and  it  was  not  at  all  explained  in  what  man- 
ner our  writs  of  error,  certiorari  or  habeas  corpus  would 
be  enforced  in  such  dependencies.**]  It  has  been  decided 
that  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum  runs  to 
Jersey;  Cartu  Wibon's  Case  (J),  DodcTs  Case  (c).  [JEBff 
J.  Suppose  that  we  issue  the  writ  in  the  present  case, 
and  that  the  parties  to  whom  it  is  directed  refuse  to 
obey  it,  what  remedy  should  we  have?]  The  writ 
night  then  be  enforced  by  attachment.  [Hill  J.  Could 
we  send  our  own  oiBcer  to  Canada  for  that  purpose  ?] 
Yes,  if  necessary :  and  the  attachment  would  be  valid. 
The  same  difficulty,  if  it  be  one,  would  arise  in  the  case 
of  an  issne  of  the  writ  to  Jersey,  In  the  case  before  the 
Court  the  interests  of  a  British  subject  are  vitally  affected. 
The  Court  will  not,  therefore,  refuse  to  exercise,  in  his 
£ivoar,a  jurisdiction  warranted  by  numerous  precedents, 
merely  on  the  ground  that  there  may  be  difficulty  in 
enforcing  the  writ,  when  granted. 

(a)  E,  B.fE.S^  (b)  7  «.  -B.  984. 

(c)  2  Ik  0.4- J,  610, 

TOL.  ni.  2  k  e.  &  e. 
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1861.  The  Court  (a)  retired  for  consultadon*     On  their 

E^p^^  return,  Cockbum  C.  J.  delivered  judgment  as  follows. 
Amdbrboh.  yf^  ijj^yg  considered  this  matter ;  and  the  result  of  oar 
anxious  deliberation  is,  that  we  think  the  writ  ought  to 
issue.  At  the  same  time,  we  are  sensible  of  the  incon- 
venience which  may  result  from  such  a  step  ;  and  that 
it  may  be  felt  to  be  inconsistent  with  that  higher  degree 
of  colonial  independence,  both  legislative  and  judicial, 
which  happily  exists  in  modem  times.  Nevertheless,  it 
is  to  be  observed  that,  in  establishing  a  local  judicature 
in  Canada,  our  Legislature  has  not  gone  so  far  as  ex- 
pressly to  abrogate  the  right  of  the  superior  Courts  at 
ff'estminster  to  issue  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus  to  that 
province ;  which  writ,  in  the  absence  of  any  prohibitive 
enactment,  goes  to  all  parts  of  the  Queen's  dominions. 
Lord  Coke  (i),  Lord  Mansfield  (c),  Blackstone  (d)  and 
Bacon's  Abridgment  {e)  all  agree  that  writs  of  habeas 
corpus  have  been  and  may  be  issued  into  all  parts  of 
the  dominions  of  the  Crown  of  England,  wherever  a 
subject  of  the  Crown  is  illegally  imprisoned  or  kept 
in  custody.  In  addition  to  these  dicta  of  eminent 
authorities^  we  have  actual  precedents  of  the  issue  of 
the  writ,  in  very  modem  times,  into  the  Islands  of  Man, 
Jersey  and  St.  Helena.  Inasmuch,  therefore,  as  the 
power  of  this  Court  thus  to  issue  the  writ  has  been  not 
merely  asserted  as  matter  of  doctrine,  but  carried  into 
effect  in  practice ;  and  as  the  writ  has  issued  even  into 
dominions  of  the  Crown  in  which  there  is  an  indepen- 
dent local  judicature;  we  think  that  nothing  short  of 

(a)  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Cromjpton,  Hill  and  BlacJdmm  Js. 

{b)  See  CalvirCa  Case,  7  Rep.  20  a, 

(c)  In  Rex  v.  Cowle,  2  Burr,  834.  855. 

{d)  CommeniaHeSy  vol.  3,  p.  131.  (e)  Tit.  Habeas  Cbrpu$  (B)  2. 


XXIV.   VICTORIA. 

legislative  enactment  would  justify  us  in  refusing  to 
exercise  the  jurisdiction,  when  called  upon  to  do  so  for 
the  protection  of  the  personal  liberty  of  the  subject  It 
may  be  that  the  Imperial  Legislature  has  thought  fit  to 
leave  the  three  superior  Courts  at  Westminster  the  same 
concurrent  jurisdiction  in  this  matter  with  the  colonial 
Courts  that  they  have  inter  se.  Both  upon  authority  and 
upon  precedent,  we  think  that  the  writ  ought  to  go. 

Writ  of  habeas  corpus  granted  (a). 
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(a)  The  writ  was  directed  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county  of  York^  in 
Canada^  in  Her  Majesty's  province  of  British  North  America,  and  the 
keeper  of  the  gaol  in  the  city  of  Toronto,  in  the  said  county ;  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Brant,  in  Canada  aforesaid,  and  to  the  keeper 
of  the  gaol  in  the  town  of  Brantford,  in  the  sud  county ;  and  to  all 
other  sherifib,  gaolers,  and  all  constables  and  others  in  the  said  province, 
haring  the  custody  or  control  of  the  said  John  Anderson. 


MOURILYAN  V.    LaBALMONDIERE. 
(Reported,  \  E,^  E.  533.) 


Wednuday, 
January  16th. 


MiLVAiN  and  another  against  Perez  and  others,  ^riday, 

^  January  18th. 

T^ECL  A  RATION,  upon  a   charterparty   made  be-  Byacharter- 

tween  plaintiffs  and  defendants.  The  charterparty,  Set^n  plain- 

tiffb,  ship- 
o  wners,  and 
defendants,  agents  in  England  for  foreign  charterers,  it  was  a^preed  that  plaint^*  ship 
the  B.  should  proceed  to  «/.,  and  there  load  in  regular  turn,  m  the  customaiy  manner, 
from  defendants,  a  full  and  complete  cargo  of  coke.  It  was  further  agreed  that,  as  defend- 
ants were  acting  for  foreign  principals,  **  all  liability  of"  defendants  "  in  every  respect, 
and  as  to  all  matters  and  things,  as  well  before  and  during  as  after  the  shipping  of  the 
said  cargo,"  should  "cease  as  Boon  as  they'*  had  "shipped  the  car^." 

Defendants  having  loaded  and  shipped  the  agreed  cargo,  plamtifib  afterwards  sued 
them  in  this  action  for  not  haying  shipped  it  in  regular  turn.  Held,  that  the  action 
would  not  lie,  for  that  the  charterparty  limited  defendants'  liability  to  the  actual  shipment 
of  the  cargo,  and  protected  them  from  responsibility  for  any  irregularity  or  delay  in  tho 
shipment. 

2  K  2 
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1861.       which  was  set  out  in  fiill,  was»  so  £ur  as  is  material,  as 

MiLYAIH         follows. 

Pkui.  **  It  is  this  day  mutuallj  agreed  between  Htwry  MShain 

Esquire**  (meaning  plaintiffs)i  '*  owner  of  the  good  ship 
or  vessel  called  The  Bomarsund/*  <<now  in  the  7)fiie, 
and  Messieurs  Perez,  Williams  ^  BiUonT  (meaning 
defendants)^  **  as  agents  for  the  charterera,  that  the  said 
ship,  being  tight,  staunch  and  strong,  and  every  way 
fitted  (or  the  voyage,  shall  proceed  to  Ramsey's  Coke 
Ovens  at  Jarraw,  and  there  load  in  regular  turn,  in  the 
customary  manner,  from  the  agents  of  the  said  charterers 
(except  in  case  of  riots,  strikes,  or  any  other  accidents 
beyond  their  control,  which  may  prevent  or  delay  her 
loading)^  a  full  and  complete  caigo  of  coke ;"  ^and  being 
so  loaded  shall  therewith  proceed  to  Carthagena  for 
orders  to  discharge  there^  at  Escombreras  or  Parman,  and 
there  discharge  the  cargo  upon  being  paid  fireight" 
**  The  vessel  to  be  consigned  to  the  charterers'  agents  at 
port  of  discharge,  and  to  pay  the  usual  commission  of 
two  per  cent/'  ''This  charter  being  concluded  by 
Messieurs  PereZy  Williams  jf  Biliofiy  on  behalf  of  another 
party  resident  abroad,  it  is  agreed  that  all  liability  of  the 
former  in  every  respect,  and  as  to  all  matters  and  things^ 
as  well  before  and  during  as  after  the  shipping  of  the 
said  cargo,  shall  cease  as  soon  as  they  have  shipped  the 
cargo ;  and,  further,  that  the  vessel  shall  be  cleared  at 
the  custom  house  by  them."  The  declaration  then 
made  the  following  averments.  That  the  charterparty 
was  signed  by  defendants  in  these  words,  *^  Perez, 
Williams  ff  Bilton,  agents ;"  that  the  ship  did  proceed  to 
the  said  Ramsey's  Coke  Ovens  at  Jarrow,  and  there  were 
no  riots,  strikes,  or  any  other  accidents  beyond  defen- 
dants' control,  which  prevented  or  delayed  the  loading 
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of  the  said  cargo  as  agreed;  and  that  plain tifis  Wer^        185]. 
always  ready  and    willing  to  do,  and  did,  all  things      Milvhh 
necessary  to  oblige  defendants  to  load  the  said  cai^o,  as       ^^^g, 
agreed,  and  to  entide  plaintiffs  to  have  the  said  cargo 
loaded  as  agreed ;  and  all  things  happened  which  were 
necessary  to  happen  to  oblige  defendants  to  load  the 
said  cai^o  as  agreed,  and  nothing  ever  happened  to 
excuse  defendants  from  loading  the  said  cargo  as  agreed ; 
of  all  which  premises  defendants  always  had  notice,  and 
the  time  for  defendants*  loading  the  said  cargo  as  agreed 
elapsed  before  suit.     Breaches:    That  defendants  did 
not  load  the  said  cargo  as  agreed ;    that  they  made 
default  in  loading  such  cargo  for  a  long  and  unreasonable 
time ;  and  that  they  did  not  load  the  said  ship  with  such 
cargo  in  regular  turn,  in  the  customary  manner. 

Plea.  That  the  said  charterparty  was  in  fact  made  by 
defendants  as  agents  on  behalf  of  another  party,  resident 
abroad,  to  wit  Gregorio  de  Bai/o,  of  Carthafferuif  in  Spain, 
and  that  the  said  agreed  cargo  was  loaded  and  shipped 
and  the  said  vessel  was  cleared  by  defendants  at  the 
custom  house,  before  the  commencement  of  this  suit: 
and  thereupon  all  liabih'ty  of  defendants  in  every  respect 
tinder  and  to  the  performance  of  the  said  charterparty, 
and  to  damages  sustained  by  plaintifls  by  the  nonper- 
formance thereof,  ceased. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

71  Janes  {Northern  Circuit),  in  support  of  the  de- 
murrer. The  plea  is  bad.  It  admits  all  the  breaches 
assigned  in  the  declaration,  the  last  of  which,  namely, 
that  the  defendants  did  not  load  the  cargo  in  regular 
turn,  is  the  most  material.  If  the  defendants  loaded  the 
cargo  out  of  the  regular  turn,  they  are  answerable  to  the 
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1861.        plaintifiB  for  the  damage  thence  ensuing;  and  are  not 
jIjj^^^jjj      protected  by  the  clause  in  the  charterparty  which  pro- 
Pbrks.       ^ides  that  theii;,Iiability  is  to  cease  as  soon  as  they  have 
shipped  the  cargo.     The  protection  does  not  extend  to 
relieve  them  from  liability  for  a  shipment  not  in  accor- 
dance with  the  stipulations  of  the  charterparty.  \^Cromp^ 
tan  J.     You  give  no  effect  to  the  words  ''  as  well  before 
and  during  as  after  the  shipping  of  the  said  cargo.**    Do 
they  not  import  that>  if  the  ship  is  actually  loaded  by 
the  defendants,  they  are  not  to  be  liable  for  anything 
occurring  in  the  course  of  loading?]     No.     The  mean- 
ing is»  that  they  are  not  to  be  liable  tor  anything  which 
occurs  during  the  loading  of  the  ship  in  regular  turn, 
provided  she  is  so  loaded.     The  effect  is  the  same  as  if 
the  charterparty  had  contained  a  stipulation  that  the 
ship  should  be  loaded  on  a  named  day;  the   Ist  Janu- 
ary for   instance.      If  so^  would  the  defendants  have 
been  protected,   had   they    delayed    the    loading    for 
several    subsequent   days?      Under   the  charterparty, 
as  actually  framed,  could  they  justify  loading  the  ship 
whenever   they   pleased;   and   after  a   delay  however 
great?  [Hill  J.  Perhaps  your  ai^ument  might  have  had 
some  foundation,  if  a  specific  day  had  been  named  for 
the  loading.]     The  stipulation  that  the  ship  should  be 
loaded  in  regular  turn  is  in  principle  the  same  thing. 
Any  other  construction  of  the  charterparty,  taken  as  a 
whole,  leaves  the  plaintiffs  remediless.     The  question 
is,  to  what  extent  have  the  defendants  limited  their 
liability ;  Oglesby  v.  Yglesias  (a). 

Manisty,  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

(a)  E,  B.  #  E,  930, 


V. 

Perez. 
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CocRBURN  C.  J.  This  is  a  very  clear  case.  The  1861. 
defendants^  entering  into  a  charterparty  as  agents  for  a  UiwAiti 
foreign  principal,  expressly  stipulated  that  their  liability 
in  every  respect,  and  as  to  all  matters  and  things^  as 
well  before  and  during,  as  after,  the  shipping  of  the 
cargo,  should  cease  as  soon  as  they  had  shipped  the 
cargo.  It  is  now  sought  to  make  them  liable  for  not 
loading  the  cargo  in  regular  turn.  But  their  neglect,  if 
any,  in  so  doing,  must  fall  under  the  head  of  some 
matter  or  thing  done  before  and  during  the  shipping  of 
the  carga  Possibly  the  defendants  felt  the  necessity 
for  having  a  stringent  protecting  clause  inserted  in  the 
charterparty.  They  had  a  perfect  right  to  protect  them- 
selves to  the  fullest  extent ;  and,  they  having  done  so,  it 
is  evident  that  the  shipowner  cannot  now  hold  them 
responsible. 

(WiQHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

CROBfPTON  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  defend- 
ants^ knowings  no  doubt,  that  persons  entering  into 
charterparties  merely  as  agents  for  others  are  often  held 
personally  liable  upon  them,  have  said  in  effect  to  the 
plaintifis^  in  the  charterparty  before  us ;  ''  Inasmuch  as 
we  are  acting  for  a  foreign  principal,  we  will  accept  no 
further  liability  than  this :  If  the  ship  is  not  loaded,  we 
will  be  responsible ;  but,  once  she  is  loaded,  we  will  not 
be  liable  in  respect  of  anything  that  may  happen  before, 
during,  or  after,  the  loading.*'  The  stipulation  is,  that 
the  defendants*  liability  shall  cease  ^^as  soon  as  they 
have  shipped  the  cargo  ;*'  and  the  only  question  is,  what 
is  the  meaning  of  those  words.  They  clearly  refer  to 
the  fact  only,  and  not  to  the  time  or  manner,  of  ship- 
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KlLYAIB 
V. 

Puin. 


ment  If  the  argament  for  the  plaintiSs  were  well 
founded,  the  defendants  would  be  liable  for  eyerything 
that  occurred,  either  before,  during  or  after,  the  loading, 
if  the  loading  was  not  in  regular  turn.  But  it  is  eiddent 
that  the  defendants  were  not  to  be  in  any  way  respon- 
sible, provided  the  loading  took  place  under  the  con- 
tract ;  although  the  cargo  might  be  shipped  a  day  or 
two  later  than  was  regular. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  parties  were 
at  liberty  to  make  what  contract  they  pleased ;  and  it  is 
the  duty  of  the  Court  to  construe  the  contract  actually 
made,  according  to  their  intention.  Oglesby  ▼•  Ygh^ 
sias  (a)  shews  that  it  was  competent  to  the  defendants 
to  stipulate  that  they  should  not  be  liable  for  anything 
occurring  before,  during,  or  after  the  shipping  of  the 
cargo ;  provided  that  they  shipped  it.  In  the  present 
case  the  plaintiffs,  admitting  that  the  defendants  have 
shipped  the  cargo,  say  that  it  was  shipped  too  late^  not 
having  been  shipped  in  regular  turn.  The  defendants 
have,  however,  by  plain  words  in  the  charterparty,  to 
be  construed  according  to  their  plain  meaning,  protected 
themselves  from  all  liability  on  that  account;  and  the 
only  person  responsible  to  the  plainti£b  is  the  defend- 
ants' foreign  principal. 

Judgment  for  defendants. 


(a)  E.  B.  i  E.  930. 
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The  Queen,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Committee  Saturday, 
of  Justices  of  the  Peace  for  the  County  of  ^^^^ 
Northumberland^  appointed  under  stat.  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  81.  for  the  purpose  of  preparing  a 
basis  or  standard  for  fair  and  equal  County 
rates  in  the  said  County,  appellants,  and 
Thokas  Doubleday,  respondent. 


/^ASE  stated,  under  stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  43.,  by  Stat  15  &  16 
justices  of  Northumberland  in  Petty  Sessions.         by  sect  2/' 
An  information  was   laid   by    WilKam  Dickson^  of  j^Se^^a^ 

Alnwick,  in  the  county  of  Northumberland,  clerk  to  the  ^i^^^^ 

mittee  of  their 
body  for  the 
porpoee  of  prepariog  a  bans  or  standard  for  &ir  and  equal  county  ratea,  to  be  founded 
on  tne  fiill  and  fair  annual  Talne  (interj^reted  by  sect.  6  to  mean  the  net  annual  yalue)  of 
the  property  rateable  to  the  poor-rate  in  ereiy  parish  in  the  county.  Sect.  6  empowers 
this  committee  to  order,  in  writing,  certain  specified  parish  officers  and  other  persons, 
haring  the  custody  or  management  of  any  public  or  piurochial  rates  or  valuations  of  the 
parishes,  to  make  written  returns  to  the  committee  of  the  amount  of  the  fidl  and  fair 
annual  yalue  of  the  property  in  any  parish  liable  to  be  assessed  toward  the  county  rate ; 
the  date  of  the  last  valuation  for  the  assessment  of  such  parish ;  and  the  name  of  Uie 
turreyor  or  other  person  by^  whom  such  valuation  was  made.  By  sect.  7  the  committee 
may,  by  their  order  in  writing,  require  the  "  overseers  of  the  poor,  constables,  assessors, 
collectors,  and  any  other  persons  whomsoever,  to  appear  before  them,"  **  and  to  produce 
aQ  parochial  and  other  rates,  assessments,  valuations,  apportionments,  and  other  docu- 
ments in  their  custody  or  power  relating  to  the  value  of  or  assessment  on  all  or  any  of 
the  property  within  the  several  parishes"  "  which  may  be  liable  to  be  assessed  toward 
the  county  rate,  and  to  be  examined  on  oath"  *'  toucning  the  said  rates,  assessments, 
vafatations,  or  apportionments,  or  the  value  of  property  a&reeaid."  By  sect  8,  '*  every 
peiBon  who  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to  appear  when  required  so  to  do  as  aforesaid,  or  to  be 
sworn  or  examined,  or  to  produce  such  documents  as  hereinbefore  provided,*'  is  subjected 
to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  20/.,  recoverable  before  justices. 

Held,  that  sect.  7  authorizes  the  committee  to  caU  before  them  all  persons  whomsoever, 
able  to  give  evidence  of,  and  produce  any  documents  relating  to,  the  actual  annual  value 
of  the  property  to  be  assessea  to  the  county  rate ;  and  does  not  restrict  the  committee 
to  ascertaining,  by  the  examination  of  the  persons,  and  the  imroection  of  the  documents, 
specified  in  sect  5,  the  amount  at  which  tne  j^perty  is  rated  to  the  poor-rate.  That 
therefore  a  person  having  in  his  possession  private  accounts  and  documents  relatinff  to 
the  annual  value  of  collieries  ana  coal  mines  assessable  to  the  county  rate,  and  able  to 
give  evidence  touching  their  net  annual  value,  incurs  the  penalty  under  sect  8  by 
refusing  to  obey  an  onler  of  the  committee,  under  sect.  7i  for  his  appearance  before 
them  mth  such  accounts  and  documents. 
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1861.  committee  of  justices  of  the  peace  for  the  said  county, 
The  Queen  appointed,  under  stat.  15  &  16  FicL  c.  81.,  for  the  pur- 
DouBLEDiT.  P^^  ^^  preparing  a  basis  or  standanl  for  fair  and  equal 
county  rates  in  the  said  county,  duly  authorized  in  that 
behalf,  and  acting  by  the  order  and  for  and  on  behalf 
of  the  said  committee :  who  complained  that  Thomoi 
Doubledajfj  oi Newcastle-upon-Tyne^  Esquire,  (the  respon- 
dent,)  having  been  required  by  an  order  in  writing  of  the 
committee,  signed  by  the  said  William  Dickson^  as  their 
clerk  and  by  their  order,  and  duly  served  upon  him,  to 
appear  before  the  said  committee  on  the  4th  day  of  Aprils 
1860,  at  the  Court  House  at  Morpeth^  in  the  said  county, 
at  twelve  o'clock  at  noon,  and  then  and  there  to  produce 
before  them  all  accounts  of  receipts  and  expenditure, 
and  all  other  documents  in  his  custody  or  power  relating 
to  the  value  of  certain  collieries  and  coal  mines  in  the  east 
division  of  Castle  Ward,  in  the  said  county,  to  wit.  Back- 
worth  colliery,  Seghill  colliery,  and  Burradan  colliery,  such 
collieries  and  coal  mines  being  property  in  the  several 
parishes  within  the  said  division,  liable  to  be  assessed  to- 
wards the  county  rate;  and  to  be  examined  on  oath,  and 
answer  such  questions  as  the  said  committee  might  pot  to 
him  respecting  the  said  several  collieries  and  coal  mines,  so 
that,  with  the  aid  of  the  returns  from  the  parochial  and 
other  rates  then  in  the  custody  of  the  said  committee, 
they  might  be  enabled  more  correctly  to  arrive  at  the 
true  rateable  value  of  such  collieries  and  coal  mines;  did 
unlawfully,  and  without  any  reasonable  excuse,  neglect 
to  appear  before  the  said  committee  accordingly,  am- 
trary  to  the  form  of  the  statute  in  such  case  made  and 
provided. 

This  information  was  laid  under  stat  15  &  16  Fid. 
c.  81.  s.  8. 


XXIV.   VICTORIA.  503 

The  prosecutors  (that  is  to  say^  the  said  committee  by        1861. 
William  Dickson  their  clerk)  and  the  respondent  (herein-    The  Quebh 
after  called  the  defendant),  having  been  duly  summoned,    doubledat. 
appeared  at  the  hearing. 

The  facts  were  admitted  by  the  defendant  to  be  cor- 
rectly laid  in  the  information.  It  was  also  admitted  by 
him  that  he  had  in  his  possession  private  accounts  and 
documents  relating  to  the  annual  value  of  the  collieries 
and  coal  mines  in  the  information  mentioned^  and  that 
he  was  able  to  give  evidence  touching  the  net  annual 
value ;  but  he  declined  to  produce  the  said  documents, 
or  to  give  the  required  evidence. 

It  was  admitted  by  the  prosecutors  that  the  defendant 
was  not  an  overseer  of  the  poor,  a  constable,  an  assessor, 
or  collector  of  public  rates  of  or  for  any  parish,  town- 
ship, borough,  or  place,  within  the  county ;  and  that  he 
was  not  a  person  having  the  custody  or  arrangement  of 
any  public  or  parochial  rates  or  valuations  of  any  such 
parish,  township,  borough,  or  place,  within  the  county. 
It  was  also  admitted  by  the  prosecutors  that  the  defen- 
dant had  not  in  his  custody  or  power  any  parochial  or 
other  rates,  assessments,  valuations,  apportionments,  or 
other  documents,  relating  to  the  value  or  assessment  on 
all  or  any  of  the  property  with  respect  to  which  he  was 
required  to  give  evidence.  And  further,  that  any  docu- 
ments in  the  defendant's  possession  or  information, 
relating  to  the  subject-matter  of  the  inquiry,  were  so 
solely  in  his  private  capacity. 

On  the  part  of  the  said  committee,  it  was  contended 
that  they  have  the  power  to  require  the  owners  and 
lessees  of  collieries  and  land,  and  any  other  person  or 
persons  whomsoever,  to  appear  before  them  and  to  pro- 
duce their  private  accounts,  or^ther  documents  of  a  like 
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1861.  nature,  in  their  custody  or  power^  relating  to  (that  is, 
The  QuKKiT  calculated  to  shew)  the  net  annual  value  of  any  property 
DouBLXDAT.  ^°  ^^®  county  rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor  ;  and 
that  the  expression  ^'any  other  persons  whomaoeyer,^  in 
the  7  th  section  of  the  Act,  is  not  confined  or  limited  to 
persons,  being  public  officers,  having  the  custody  of 
parochial  and  such  like  documents.  That  the  primary 
object  of  the  statute  is  to  enable  the  committee  to 
prepare  a  basis  or  standard  for  fair  and  eqoal  county 
rates;  the  same  to  be  prepared  rateably  and  equally, 
according  to  the  ftill  and  fair  annual  value  of  the  pro- 
perty rateable  to  the  relief  of  the  poor.  That,  by  section 
6,  the  words  **  full  and  fair  annual  value**  are  to  be  taken 
to  mean  the  net  annual  value  of  the  property,  lliat,  to 
enable  the  committee  to  arrive  at  and  ascertain  that 
value,  very  extensive  powers  are  given  to  them  by  sec- 
tions 5  and  7,  including  the  power  to  call  before  them 
^  any  persons  whomsoever,"  to  produce  documents  and 
to  be  examined  upon  oath  touching  the  value  of  the 
property  to  be  assessed.  That,  if  it  be  said  that  the 
expression  **  any  persons  whomsoever,"  in  the  7th  sec- 
tion, must  be  construed  to  mean  any  persons  of  a  public 
or  quasi  public  character,  such  as  constables  and  others 
mentioned  in  the  Act,  the  answer  to  that  argument  » 
two-fold.  First,  the  object  of  the  Legislature  requires 
a  more  liberal  construction  of  the  words;  and,  secondly, 
the  marked  difference  between  the  language  used  in  the 
5ih  section  (which  b  confined  to  persons  of  a  public 
or  quasi  public  character)  and  that  used  in  the  7th 
section,  clearly  shews  that  the  intention  of  the  Legiri*- 
ture  was  to  confer  upon  the  committee  the  power  of 
calling  for  private  accounts,  and  examining  private 
individuals  with  reference  to  the  net  annual  value  ofunj 
of  the  rateable  property  in  the  county. 
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It  was  also  contended  by  the  said  committee,  that,  in        1861. 
the  case  of  collieries,  the  overseers  have  no  means  of    The  Quux 
ascertaining  the  rents  paid  by  the  lessees,  or  of  ascer*    Doubxadat. 
taining  what  additional  annual  value  should  be  put  upon 
the  collieries  in  respect  of  things  affixed  and  giving 
additional  value  to  the  freehold  (such  as  waggon  ways 
&c.),  and  such  information  can  only  be  obtained  by  the 
examination  of  the  owners  or  lessees  of  the  collieries,  or 
their  agents,  and  by  compelling  them  to  produce  such 
documents  as  are  in  their  possession  or  power  relating 
to  the  net  annual  value  of  the  property  in  question. 

On  the  other  hand  it  was  contended,  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  that  the  committee  have  not  the  power 
to  require  him  to  appear  before  them  and  produce  his 
private  accounts,  or  other  documents  of  a  like  nature, 
relating  to  the  value  of  any  property  liable  to  be  assessed 
to  the  county  rate,  and  to  examine  him  on  oath  and 
compel  him  to  answer  questions  touching  the  value  of 
property. 

The  justices'  view  of  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
coinciding  with  that  of  the  defendant,  they  dismissed 
the  information. 

If  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  this  determi- 
nation was  wrong,  the  justices  requested  that  the  matter 
might  be  remitted  to  them,  with  the  opinion  of  the 
Court  thereon  accordingly;  or  that  the  Court  would 
make  such  other  order  in  relation  to  the  matter  as  to 
the  Court  should  seem  meet 

Jftmitty,  for  the  appellants.  The  justices  were  wrong 
inr  dismissing  the  information.  The  words  '^  any  persons 
whomsoever,"  in  stat.  15  &  16  Fict.  c.  81.  s.  7.,  are  to 
be  read  in  their  natural  sense,  and  not  to  be  restricted 
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1861.  to  the  public  officials  mentioned  in  sect.  5.  The  Act, 
The  QuKSH  ^y  section  2,  provides  for  the  appointment  by  justices  in 
Quarter  Sessions  of  a  committee  of  justices  **  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  a  basis  or  standard  for  fair  and 
equal  county  rates,  such  basis  or  standard  to  be  founded 
and  prepared  rateably  and  equally  according  to  the  full 
and  fair  annual  value  of  the  property,  messuages,  lands, 
tenements^  and  hereditaments  rateable  to  the  relief  of 
the  poor  in  every  parish,  township,  borough,  or  place," 
within  the  limits  of  the  justices'  commissions,  llien 
sect.  5  enacts  that,  **  For  the  purpose  of  preparing  such 
basis  or  standard  for  fair  and  equal  county  rates  the  said 
committee,  by  their  order  in  writing,  to  be  signed  by  their 
clerk,  may  from  time  to  time,  as  often  as  they  may  deem 
it  necessary,  direct  the  overseers  of  the  poor,  constables, 
assessors,  and  collectors  of  public  rates  of  or  for  any 
parish,  township,  borough,  or  place  within  the  county, 
and  all  other  persons  having  the  custody  or  management 
of  any  public  or  parochial  rates  or  valuations  of  any  such 
parish,  township,  or  place,  to  make  returns  in  writing  to 
the  said  committee,  at  such  times  and  places  as  they 
may  appoint,  of  the  amount  of  the  full  and  fair  annual 
value  of  the  whole  or  of  any  part  of  the  property  within 
the  parish,  township,  or  place  liable  to  be  assessed 
towards  the  county  rate,  together  with  the  date  of  the 
last  valuation  for  the  assessment  of  such  parish,  and  the 
name  of  the  surveyor,  or  if  no  surveyor,  then  the  name 
or  names  of  the  person  or  persons  by  whom  and  the 
manner  in  which  the  said  valuation  was  made.**  By 
sect.  6,  '*  For  the  purposes  of  preparing  any  such  basis  or 
standard  for  assessing  any  county  rate,  the  words  *  full 
and  fair  annual  value'  shall  be  taken  to  mean  the  net 
annual  value  of  any  property  as  the  same  is  or  may  be 
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required  by  law  to  be  estimated  for  the  purpose  of  asses-  1861. 
sing  the  rates  for  the  relief  of  the  poor."  Then  sect.  7  The  Qukeh 
enacts  that  "  The  said  committee  may  from  time  to  time,  doublbdat. 
as  often  as  they  may  deem  it  necessary,  by  their  order  in 
writing,  signed  as  aforesaid,  require  the  said  overseers 
of  the  poor,  constables,  assessors,  collectors,  and  any 
other  persons  whomsoever,  to  appear  before  them,  when 
and  where  and  as  often  as  the  said  committee  may 
deem  expedient,  and  to  produce  all  parochial  and  other 
rates,  assessments,  valuations,  apportionments,  and  other 
documents  in  their  custody  or  power  relating  to  the 
value  of  or  assessment  on  all  or  any  of  the  property 
within  the  several  parishes  and  places  aforesaid  which 
may  be  liable  to  be  assessed  toward  the  county 
rate,  and  to  be  examined  on  oath,  and  answer 
such  questions  as  the  said  committee  may  put  to  them 
respectively  touching  the  said  rates,  assesments,  valua- 
tions, or  apportionments,  or  the  value  of  the  property 
aforesaid.''  And,  by  sect.  8,  "  Every  overseer  of  the 
poor,  constable,  assessor,  collector,  or  other  person  so 
required  to  make  returns,  or  to  appear  as  aforesaid,  who 
shall,  without  any  reasonable  excuse,  neglect  to  make 
such  returns  in  writing  as  aforesaid,  or  wilfully  make  any 
false  return,  and  every  person  who  shall  neglect  or 
refuse  to  appear  when  required  so  to  do  as  aforesaid,  or 
to  be  sworn  and  examined,  or  to  produce  such  docu- 
ments as  hereinbefore  provided,  shall  forfeit  a  sum  not 
exceeding  20/.,  to  be  prosecuted  for  and  recovered  by 
order  of  the  said  committee  before  any  two"  '*  justices." 
A  comparison  of  these  clauses  with  those  of  stat.  55  6r.  3. 
c.  51.,  one  of  the  Acts  repealed  by  stat.  15  &  16  Vict. 
c.  81.  s.  1.,  shews  how  much  more  extensive  are  the 
powers  conferred  upon  the  justices  by-  the  later  Act. 
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1861.  Stat  55  O.  3.  c.  51.  #.  2.  corresponds,  insnbstancey  with 
The  QuxxH  ^^^  ^^  &  ^^  ^^^*  ^*  S^*  '•  S*  Botsect.  9  of .the  earlier 
DouBUEDAT.  ^^^*  which  answers  to  sect.  7  of  the  later,  while  it  em- 
powers the  justices  to  call  for  the  books  of  assessment 
of  any  rates  or  taxes,  parliamentary  or  parochial,  in  the 
hands  of  any  constable,  churchwarden,  overseer,  asses- 
sor or  collector,  and  to  take  copies  thereof,  authorizes 
them  <<  to  call  before  them  any  such  constable,  church- 
warden, overseer,  assessor  or  collector,  to  give  evidence 
respecting  the  same  ;**  whereas  sect  7  of  stat  15  &  16 
VieL  c;  81.  empowers  the  committee  of  justices,  consti- 
tuted under  that  Act,  to  require  to  appear  before  them, 
not  only  the  parochial  officers,  but  ''any  other  persons 
whomsoever ;''  and  to  require  such  persons  to  produce, 
not  only  the  parochial  and  other  rates  and  assessments^ 
but  all  other  documents  in  their  custody  or  power  relating 
to  the  value  of  or  assessment  on  all  or  any  of  the  pro- 
perty liable  to  be  assessed  to  the  county  rate,  and  to  be 
examined  respecting  not  only  the  rates,  &c.,  but  also 
the  value  of  the  property.  The  object  of  the  Legisla- 
ture, in  this  enactment,  clearly  was  to  enable  the  com- 
mittee to  obtain  evidence  from  other  than  official  quarters 
as  to  the  real  rateable  annual  value  of  such  property  as 
might  be  of  a  higher  annual  value  than  the  amount 
at  which  it  was  rated  to  the  poor-rate  by  the  parish 
officers.  The  annual  rent  which  a  tenant  pays  or  would 
pay  for  the  property  is  the  criterion  of  the  rateable 
value  of  the  property  to  the  poor-rate ;  Rex  v.  ChapUn  (a), 
Allison  V.  Overseers  of  MonhwearmouthShore  {b) :  but  such 
property  as  collieries  and  coal  mines  may  well  be  of  higher 
value  than  the  mere  rent  paid  for  them ;  and  assessable 

(a)  1  B.  #  Ad,  926.  (6)  4  JSl  #  B,  13. 
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to  the  county  rate  accordingly.  In  giving  the  committee  1861. 
of  justices  power  to  call  for  the  best  evidence  of  the  The  Quekk 
value  of  property  the  Legislature  has  but  pursued  the 
policy  before  adopted  in  the  case  of  railway  Companies, 
which,  by  The  Railways  ClausesConsolidation  Act,  1845, 
8  &  9  Vict  c.  20.  8.  107.,  may  be  required  to  transmit 
to  the  overseers  of  the  poor  of  the  parishes,  and  to  the 
clerks  of  the  peace  of  the  counties,  through  which  their 
line  passes,  an  annual  account  of  their  total  receipts  and 
expenditure  for  the  year,  and  a  statement  of  the  balance. 
[Crampton  J.  No  power  is  given  by  that  Act  to  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  to  call  before  them  railway 
directors,  to  give  evidence  of  the  value  of  the  line. 
Howevn^  it  does  not  follow  that  the  Legislature  may  not, 
by  the  Act  now  before  us,  have  entrusted  the  committee 
of  justices  with  the  powers  for  which  you  are  contending.] 

MeUish,  for  the  respondent.  It  would  require  very  strong 
and  express  words  in  the  Act,  to  give  the  appellants  the 
inqubitorial  power  which  they  claim.  The  object  of  the 
Act  was  that  the  committee  of  justices  should  ascertain, 
generally,  whether  any^arish  was  rated  to  the  county 
rate  fairly  or  unfairly  in  proportion  to  other  parishes,  so 
that,  if  inequality  in  the  assessment  existed,  it  might  be 
redressed.  A  common  interest  in  all  the  parishioners  to 
keep  down  the  amount  of  the  assessment  might  have 
induced  a  particular  parish  to  rate  the  property  within  it 
below  its  value,  in  order  to  keep  down  its  contribution 
to  the  county  rate :  and  that  was  the  mischief  which 
the  Legislature  sought  to  remedy.  The  power  to  appeal 
against  the  basis  of  assessment  to  the  county  rate,  given 
by  Stat.  16  &  16  Fict  c.  81.  t.  17.  both  to  parish  officers 
and  inhabitant  parishioners,  obviates  the  necessity  for 
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186].  great  strictness  in  the  establishment  of  the  basis  in  the 
The  Queen  first  instance.  Sect  7  was  intended  merely  to  give  effect 
DouBLEDAT.  ^^  ^^^  provisiotts  of  sect.  5,  by  empowering  the  com- 
mittee to  call  before  them  and  examine  the  persons 
from  whom  sect.  5  authorizes  them  to  require  returns 
of  the  annual  value  of  property.  The  words  *'any 
other  persons  whomsoever"  in  sect  7  relate  exclusively 
to  the  persons  who  are  specified  in  sect.  5,  in  addition 
to  those  specified  again  in  sect  7 :  namely  **  all  other 
persons  having  the  custody  or  management  of  any 
public  or  parochial  rates  or  valuations  of  any"  ^  parish, 
township,  or  place."  That  this  is  so  is  shewn  by 
the  further  provision,  in  sect  7,  that  the  persons 
summoned  before  the  committee  are  **to  produce  all 
parochial  and  other  rates,  assessments,  valuations,  ap- 
portionments, and  other  documents  in  their  custody 
or  power  relating  to  the  value  of  or  assessment  on 
all  or  any  of  the  property  within  the  several  parishes" 
"  which  may  be  liable  to  be  assessed  toward  the  county 
rate.*'  The  *^  value**  here  spoken  of,  must  mean  the 
value  as  shewn  by  the  assessment  Again,  the  words 
"  any  other  persons  whomsoever,"  in  sect  7,  cannot  have 
a  wider  application  than  the  words  **  other  persons**  in 
sect.  10 ;  by  which  section  parishes  in  which  "  overseers  or 
other  persons  neglect  to  make"  the  "return  in  writing," 
required  by  sect.  5,  are  made  liable  to  the  expenses  in- 
curred in  consequence  by  the  committee  in  making  the 
valuations.  In  both  sections,  by  "other  persons"  are 
clearly  meant  the  persons  who,  in  addition  to  the  over- 
seers, are  to  be  required,  under  sect.  5,  to  make  the 
return.  At  all  events,  '*any  other  persons  whomsoever," 
in  sect  7,  must  refer  to  persons  only  who  are  ejusdem 
generis  with  those  particularly  mentioned,  namely,  "over- 
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seers  of  the  poor,  constables,  assessors,"  and  **  collectors."  1861 . 
No  argument  can  be  drawn  from  a  comparison  of  the  The  Queen 
language  of  the  corresponding  sections  in  stat.  55  G.  3. 
c.  51.  Sect.  2  of  that  Act,  which  answers  to  sect.  5  of 
stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c,  81.,  specifies  all  the  persons  from 
wbora  the  justices  may  require  returns ;  and  contains  no 
such,  general  reference  to  all  other  persons  having  the 
custody  or  management  of  rates  or  valuations  as  is 
found  in  section  6  of  the  later  Act  In  the  earlier  Act, 
therefore,  no  such  reference  was  necessary  in  sect.  9, 
which  related  to  sect.  2 ;  but  such  a  reference  was  neces- 
sary in  sect.  7  of  the  later  Act,  by  reason  of  the  language 
of  its  5th  section.  Nor  is  the  contention  on  the  other 
side  fortified  by  the  enactment  in  The  Railways  Clauses 
Consolidation  Act,  1845,  s.  107 ;  by  which  railway 
Companies  are  required  to  make  out  and  transmit  to  the 
overseers  an  annual  account  of  their  receipts  and  expen- 
diture; although  their  case  would  have  been  in  point 
had  the  Legislature  gone  further,  and  given  the  poor-rate 
assessors  power  to  compel  the  officials  of  the  Companies 
to  attend  with  their  books  and  give  evidence  of  the 
annual  value  of  their  property.  The  power  claimed  for 
the  appellants  exceeds  in  stringency  any  conferred  by 
the  Income  Tax  Acts  on  the  assessors  to  that  tax. 

Manisty  was  heard  in  reply. 

(CocKBDRN  C.  J.  and  Wightman  J.  were  absent.) 

Crompton  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  the  justices  came 

to  a  wrong  decision.     Stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  81.  gives 

new  powers  to  the  justices  of  counties  to  take  steps  for 

preparing  a  basis  or  standard  for  fair  and  equal  county 
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'  ^'Gl .        rates.     This  basis  or  standard  is  intended  to  be  lasting ; 
Queen     although  there  may  lie  an  appeal  against  it  when  allowed. 
.  CLEDAT.    Owing  to  the  importance  of  having  it  carefully  adjusted, 
a  committee  of  justices  is  to  be  appointed  for  the  pur- 
pose.    I  agree  with  Mr.  Mellish  as  to  the  object  of  the 
Act,  and  the  duty  of  the  committee ;  namely,  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  property  in  the  several  parishes  is  rated 
to  the  relief  of  the  poor  according  to  its  fall  and  feir 
annual  value;   and   not  arbitrarily,  or  at  an   amount 
much  below  that  value.      Sect.  6  shews  that  by  *' full 
and    fair   annual   value**   is  to  be  understood   the  net 
annual   value,   as  the   same  is  required  by  law  to  be 
estimated   for  the  purpose  of  assessing  the  poor-rates. 
By  sect.  5  the  committee  are  empowered   to  procure 
returns  of  the  rates  and  valuations:  but  their  duty  is 
to   ascertain  the  difference  between  the  actual  assess- 
ment and  the  actual  annual  value  of  property.     I  do 
not  see  how  this  difference  can  be  ascertained  otherwise 
than  by  taking  evidence  as  to  the  actual  annual  value  ; 
which,  in  many  cases,  will  not  be  shewn  by  the  assess- 
ment.    Overseers,  for  instance,  may  admit,  on  exami- 
nation, that  the  property  in  their  parish  is  not  rated  at 
its  full  and  fair  annual  value.     It  is  necessary,  therefore, 
that  the  committee  should  have  further  means  than  an 
inspection   of  the   rates   for  ascertaining   the  value  of 
property.     If,  now,  we  turn  to  sect.  7  of  the  Act,  its 
language  is  very  strong ;    and,  taken  in  the  literal  sense, 
clearly  empowers  the  committee  to  summon  before  them 
everybody,   whether    private    individual    or    parochial 
officer,  who  can  give  any  evidence  as  to  the  real  annual 
value  of  the  property  in  parishes.    Without  some  power 
of  this  kind  the  committee  would  not  be  able  to  pursue 
their  investigations  and  arrive  at  a  satisfactory  result. 
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-ft    may  be  an  inquisitorial  power,  and  liable  to  abuse;        jg^i^ 
but  great  inconvenience  would  result  from  its  absence,    xhe  QueejT 
To  advert  again  to  the  language  of  the  Act.     By  sect.  6    ^^^J^^ 
ttt^  overseers  and  others,  who  are  to  be  called  upon  to 
XEBake  returns,  are  to  return,  inter  alia,  the  name  of  the 
stas-veyor,  or  the  name  or  names  of  the  person  or  persons 
l>y  whom,  and  the  manner  in  which,  the  valuation  was 
DCKCMle.     Now  the  surveyor  or  other  person  would  not 
]l^^ce83arily  be  a  public  officer,  and,  unless  under  the 
^nrcjrds  "  any  other  persons  whomsoever"  in  sect.  7,  the 
committee  would  have  no  power  to  take  their  evidence. 
TTbese  words  are  extremely  wide.    I  should  be  unwilling 
to    strain  doubtful  language  in  a  matter  of  this  kind; 
\>«st  it  would  be  straining  plain  language  to  hold  that 
*•  ^^homsoever*'  refers  only  to  persons  mentioned  in  the 
Axst    Moreover,  the  section  goes  on  to  provide  that  the 
witnesses  are  to  produce,  not  only  all  parochial  and  other 
rates  and  assessments,  but  also  other  documents  in  their 
custody  or  power,  relating  to  the  value  of  the  property. 
I^  therefore,  appears  to  me  that  the  Legislature  have 
intentionally  given  power  to  this  committee  of  gentle- 
men to  exercise  this  somewhat  arbitrary  jurisdiction,  if 
iiecessary;    guarding  its  exercise  by  the   requirement 
tbat  the  witnesses  are  to  be  summoned  by  the  order  in 
writing  of  the  committee,  which,  it  is  to  be  assumed, 
^"1   not  be  issued  vexatiously  and  without  due  reason. 
Although  I  entertained  some  doubt  in  the  course  of  the 
A'S^ment,  I  have  now  come  clearly  to  the  conclusion 
^t  the  justices  were  wrong. 

Hn,L  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  question 
U}  whether  we  are  to  construe  the  words  in  sect.  7, 
"any  other  persons  whomsoever,"  according  to  their 
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1861.        plain  general  acceptation,  or  are  to  limit  them  to  such 
The  QuEiif     persons  as  are  mentioned  in  the  5th  section,  and  have 
DouBLEDAT.    ^"  ^^^^^  custodj  or  power  such  documents  as  are  there 
specified.     After  hearing  the  alignment  on  both  sides, 
and  on  full  consideration,  I  am  clearlj  of  opinion  that 
we   must  give  to   the  words   their  plain  and  general 
meaning.     The  intention  of  the  Legislature  must  be 
ascertained  from  the  words  of  a  statute,  and  not  from 
any  general  inferences  to  be  drawn  from  the  nature  of 
the   objects  dealt   with   by   the    statute ;    Fordyce    v, 
Bridges  (a).     The    statute    before   us,    after  repealing 
former  Acts,  enacts  by  sect.  2  that  it  shall  be  lawful  for 
justices  in  Quarter  Sessions,  as  often  as  they  may  deem 
it  necessary,  to  appoint  a  committee  of  their  body  **  for 
the  purpose  of  preparing  a  basis  or  standard  for  fair  and 
equal  county  rates,  such  basis  or  standard  to  be  founded 
and  prepared  rateably  and  equally  according  to  the  full 
and  fair  annual  value  of  the  proper ty**  '*  rateable  to  the 
relief  of  the  poor  in  every  parish,  township,  borough,  or 
place.**    These  words  shew  that  the  object  of  the  Legis- 
lature  was   that  the  basis  or  standard  for  the  county 
rates  should  be  founded  on  the  full  and  fair  annual 
value  of  the  property  to  be  assessed ;  and  not  solely  on 
the  amount  at  which  such  property  was  actually  assessed 
to  the  poor-rate.     It  is,  therefore,  of  the  greatest  im- 
portance that  the  statute  should  receive  a  constnictioa 
which  will  give  effect   to  this  object     By  sect.  5  the 
duty  is  imposed  upon  certain  specified  public  officers,  of 
making  certain  written  returns,  when  required  by  the 
committee.     Mr.  Mellish  has  attempted  to  account  for 
the  introduction  of  the  words  *^  other  persons''  in  sect  7 

(a)   1  H,  L.  Ca,  1. 
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by  supposing  them  to  relate  to  such  of  these  officers  as  1861. 
are  not  expressly  mentioned  in  that  section.  But,  as  The  Queem 
my  Brother  Crompton  has  pointed  out,  one  of  the  duties  j^  5^^^^^ 
imposed  by  sect.  5  on  the  officers  there  specified  is  to 
return  to  the  committee  the  name  of  the  surveyor  who 
makes  the  valuation.  It  must  evidently  have  been 
intended  that  the  committee  should  refer  to  this  sur- 
veyor, if  necessary,  for  further  information ;  but  if  Mr. 
MelUsKs  construction  of  sect.  7  is  correct,  they  would 
have  no  power  to  summon  him  before  them.  The  rea- 
sonable construction  of  sect.  7  is  that  it  is  intended 
to  enlarge  the  powers  already  given  to  the  committee 
by  sect.  5,  by  authorizing  them  to  call  before  them,  not 
the  persons,  only,  enumerated  in  sect.  5,  but  also  ^'  any 
other  persons  whomsoever ;''  and  to  compel  the  produc- 
tion by  the  witnesses,  not  only  of  the  parochial  and 
other  rates,  assessments,  valuations  and  apportionments, 
but  also  of  all  other  documents  which  any  witness  may 
have  in  his  custody  or  power,  and  which  relate  to  the 
true  value  of  the  property.  No  other  documents  but 
those  which  are  of  that  nature  can  be  called  for ;  and 
such  documents  are  most  material  to  the  due  exercise  of 
the  duty  of  the  committee.  The  section,  further,  gives 
the  committee  power  to  examine  the  witnesses  on  oath, 
touching  either  the  rates,  assessments,  valuations  and 
apportionments,  or  the  value  of  the  properly.  It  may 
be  said  that  these  powers  are  to  a  certain  extent  inquisi- 
torial ;  but  I  see  nothing  absurd  or  oppressive  in  the 
committee  being  invested  with  authority  to  acquire  the 
best  information  available.  Sect.  13  enacts  that  a  copy 
of  the  basis  or  standard,  when  prepared,  is  to  be  sent  to 
every  parish,  and  submitted  to  its  vestry;  by  sect.  14, 
objections  to  the  biisis  or  standard  may  be  sent  to  the  com- 
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mittee^  either  by  the  parish  oflBcers^  or  by  any  person 
affected  by  it ;  and  by  sect.  17  it  may^  after  its  allowance, 
be  appealed  against  to  Quarter  Sessions,  by  any  parish 
officer  or  inhabitant  parishioner,  on  wide  and  various 
grounds  there  enumerated.  The  Act,  therefore,  pro- 
viding so  many  safeguards  against  an  abuse,  of  their 
powers  by  the  committee,  I  see  nothing  unreasonable, 
unjust,  or  improper  in  giving  to  the  words  of 
sect.  7,  ''any  other  persons  whomsoever,"  their  plain 
general  meaning,  according  to  which  they  include  the 
respondent  in  the  present  case.  I  am,  consequently, 
of  opinion  that  the  justices  came  to  a  wrong  decision. 
The  case  must  be  remitted  to  them  with  that  expression 
of  our  opinion. 

Appeal  allowed,  without  costs;  and 
remitted  to  the  justices. 


^A^  Walsby,  appellant,  against  Anley,  respondent. 


/^ASE  slated  by  a  Metropolitan  Police  Magistrate, 
under  stat.  20  &  21   Vict  c.  43. 


Stat.  6  (7  4. 
c.  129.  s.  3. 
constitutes  it 
an  offence 
pnnishable  by 
conyiction, 
"  by  threats  or 
intimidation, 
or  by  molest- 
ing or  in  any 
way  obstruct- 
ing another," 
to  *'  force  or 
endeaTour  to 

force  any**  "person  engaged  in  carrying  on  any  trade  or  business,"  "to  limit"  "the 
number  or  description  of  his"  **  workmen." 

Held,  that  a  threat  by  a  workman  to  his  employer,  made  in  pursuance  of  a  combination 
(which  is  illegal)  between  that  workman  and  fcUow-workmen  to  cany  it  out,  that  all 
the  workmen  so  combining  will  immediately  leaTO  work  unless  the  employer  dischaiges 
other  workmen  who  are  then  in  the  same  service,  renders  such  workman  liable  to  con- 
yiction  for  the  above  offence. 


On  9th  June^  1860,  the  appellant  was  conTicted  by 
the  magistrate,  under  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  129.  «.  3.,  for 
unlawfully,  on  16th  May,  1860,  within  the  Metropolitan 
police  district,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  by  threats 
endeavouring  to  force  the  respondent,  then  and  there 
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carrying  on  the  trade  of  a  builder,  to  limit  the  description  1861. 
of  his  workmen ;  and  was  ordered  to  be  imprisoned  for  Walsbt 
one  calendar  month,  with  hard  labour.  Ahlet. 

It  was  proved,  by  the  respondent  and  other  witnesses, 

that  the  respondent  carried  on  the  trade  of  a  builder  in 

WhiUcrass   Street,   Middksex,   and  that   he   employed 

about  a  hundred  workmen.     In  the  year  1859  there  had 

been  a  strike  of  workmen  employed  in  the  building 

trade,  and  the  respondent  then  resolved  not  to  employ, 

and  did  not  employ  for  some  time,  any  workmen  who 

declined  to  work  under  what  was  called  the  declaration. 

It  was  well  understood  in  the  building  trade  what  this 

declaration    was;     it  being    to    the    following  effect. 

**  I  declare  that  I  am  not  now,  nor  will  I  during  my 

engagement  with  you  become,  a  member  of,  or  support, 

any  society  which  directly  or  indirectly  interferes  with 

the  arrangements  of  this  or  any  other  establbhment,  or 

the  hours  or  terms  of  labour ;  and  that  I  recognize  the 

right  of  employers  and  employed  individually  to  make 

any  trade  engagements  on  which  they  may  choose  to 

agree." 

On  the  day  named  in  the  conviction  the  respondent 
had  in  his  employment  two  or  more  men  working  under 
this  declaration.  On  that  day  the  defendant  and  two 
of  the  other  workmen  brought  to  the  respondent  a  paper 
Mgned  by  the  defendant  and  about  thirty  other  workmen, 
of  which  the  following  is  a  copy.  **  At  a  meeting  of 
the  joiners  in  the  employ  of  Mr.  Anley,  Tuesday 
evening,  May  15th,  1860,  it  was  resolved,  that  Mr. 
Anley  be  given  to  understand  that,  unless  the  men  who 
are  working  under  the  declaration  in  his  shop  be  dis- 
charged, and  we  have  a  definite  answer  by  dinner  time 
to  that  effect,  we    cease  work    immediately."      The 
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1861.  appellant,  in  reply  to  questions  thereupon  put  by  the 
-yy^^Lspy  respondent,  said  that  he  and  the  other  workmen  had  no 
fault  to  find  with  the  respondent,  his  foreman,  or  clerks ; 
nor  had  he  (the  appellant)  any  fault  to  find  with  the 
wages  he  received;  and  when  the  respondent  inquired 
what  it  was  he  wanted,  the  appellant  answered,  *'  You 
must  dischai^e  those  two  men  who  are  working  under  the 
declaration;  and  if  you  do  not,  we  will  leave  work." 
The  respondent  answered,  ^*  I  will  not  be  dictated  to  ; 
and  I  will  rather  close  my  shop  than  submit  to  your 
dictation.*'  On  the  same  day  the  defendant  and  all  the 
workmen  who  had  signed  the  paper  left  the  respondent's 
employment,  and  had  not  returned  up  to  the  time  of 
the  conviction. 

It  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for  the  appellant 
that  what  his  client  had  done  was  not  a  threat,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  Act  of  Parliament;  but  the 
magistrate,  being  of  opinion  that  it  was  an  offence 
under  the  Act,  convicted  the  appellant 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
Whether  this  determination  was  erroneous  in  point 
of  law. 

H.  S.  Giffardy  for  the  respondent.  There  was  suf- 
ficient evidence  before  the  magistrate  to  warrant  him  in 
convicting  the  appellant.  The  whole  question  is, 
whether  what  was  said  by  the  appellant  to  the  respond- 
ent on  the  day  named  in  the  conviction  could  in  law 
amount  to  a  threat  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  6  G.  4. 
c.  129.  8.  3.,  which  renders  liable  to  conviction  **  any 
person"  who  '*  shall  by  violence  to  the  person  or  pro- 
l)erty  of  another,  or  by  threats  or  intimidation,  or  by 
molesting  or  in  any  way  obstructing  another,  force  or 
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endeavour  to  force  any  manufacturer  or  person  engaged  1861. 
in  carrying  on  any  trade  or  business,  to  make  any  alter-  ^alsbt 
ation  in  his  mode  of  regulating,  managing,  conducting  aslet. 
or  carrying  on  such  manufacture,  trade  or  business,  or 
to  limit  the  number  of  his  apprentices,  or  the  number 
or  description  of  his  journeymen,  workmen  or  servants." 
The  appellant's  statement  to  the  respondent,  "You  must 
discharge  ihose  two  men  who  are  working  under  the 
declaration ;  and  if  you  do  not,  we  will  leave  work," 
though  not  necessarily  a  threat,  was  capable  of  being  so 
construed ;  and  the  fact  whether  it  was  so  intended  was 
for  the  magistrate  to  decide.  The  essence  of  the 
offence  is  the  forcing  or  "endeavouring  to  force  an  em- 
ployer to  limit  the  number  or  description  of  his  work- 
men ;  and  the  threats  employed  for  that  purpose  are 
matter  of  evidence  only ;  In  Re  Perham  (a).  In  the 
next  place,  the  threat  was  unlawful  on  another  ground, 
namely,  that  it  was  a  threat  in  effect  by  each  workman, 
that  all  who  had  signed  the  paper  set  out  in  the  case 
would  leave  their  employment.  A  combination  of 
workmen  to  procure  the  discharge  of  fellow  workmen 
who  are  obnoxious  to  them^  by  intimidating  their  em- 
ployer, is  an  illegal  conspiracy. 

Sleigh^  for  the  appellant.  In  In  Re  Perham  {a) 
the  conviction  was  for  endeavouring  by  threats  to  force 
a  workman  to  leave  his  employment.  [Hill  J.  The 
words  of  Stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  129.  s,  3.,  with  reference  to 
that  offence  and  to  that  now  in  question,  are  substan- 
tially the  same.  And  in  In  Re  Per/iam  (a)  as  in 
the  present  case,  the  threat  was,  that  others  in  addition 

(a)  bH,^K30. 
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1861.  ^o  ^^6  speaker  would  combine  to  carry  it  out.]  It  is  no 
-y^^j^BY  longer  illegal  for  workmen  to  refuse  to  work  with  other 
Ahlkt  workmen  employed  in  the  same  service :  the  prohibition 
in  Stat.  40  G.  3.  c.  106.  i.  3.,  against  their  so  refusing 
without  just  and  reasonable  cause,  haying  been  repealed 
by  Stat  6  G.  4.  c.  129.  s.  2.  [Hill  J.  Stat.  6  G.  4. 
c.  129.  8,  2.  repeals  all  previous  Acts  relative  to  com- 
binations of  workmen  or  masters,  as  to  wages,  time  of 
working,  or  quantity  of  work,  &c.  Sect.  3  creates 
several  offences;  amongst  others,  that  of  by  threats 
forcing  or  endeavouring  to  force  an  employer  to  limit 
the  number  or  description  of  his  workmen.  Sect.  4 
exempts  from  punishment  persons  meeting  together  for 
the  sole  purpose  of  settling  the  rate  of  wages  which  they 
will  demand  for  their  work,  or  the  houi%  for  wluch  they 
will  work.  Does  not  this  exemption  lead  to  the  infer- 
ence that  workmen  combining  for  any  other  purpose, 
for  instance,  for  that  of  endeavouring  to  force  a  master 
to  limit  the  number  of  his  workmen,  are  guilty  of  an 
offence?]  Sect  4  merely  expresses  more  clearly  the 
intention  of  the  Legislature  in  sect.  2  in  repealing  the 
Acts  against  combinations;  an  intention  still  further 
explained  by  sect  5,  which  protects  from  liability 
masters  who  meet  to  determine  the  rate  of  wages  tbey 
will  pay  to,  and  the  hours  of  work  they  will  exact  from, 
their  workmen.  Rolfe  B.,  in  summing  up  to  the  jury 
inRegina  ^v.  SeUby{a\  said  that,  before  the  statute,  it 
was  understood  to  be  the  law  that,  although  the  masters 
might  meet  to  fix  the  rate  of  wages,  the  workmen  might 
not  [^Crompton  J.  In  Rex  v.  Mawbey{b)  Grose  J.,  in 
giving  judgment,  says,  *<In  many  cases  an  agreement  to 

(a)  5  Cox.  a  C.  495,  496^  not«  to  Reffina  t.  Bawlandt. 
{b)  6  r.  B.  619.  636. 
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do  a  certain  thing  has  been  considered  as  the  subject  of  1861. 
an  indictment  for  a  conspiracy,  though  the  same  act,  if  wIlsbt 
done  separately  by  each  individual  without  any  agree- 
ment among  themselves,  would  not  have  been  illegal. 
As  in  the  case  of  journeymen  conspiring  to  raise  their 
wages :  each  may  insist  on  raising  his  wages,  if  he  can ; 
but  if  several  meet  for  the  same  purpose,  it  is  illegal, 
and  the  parties  may  be  indicted  for  a  conspiracy."  I 
have  always  thought  that  to  be  a  true  statement  of  the 
law,  notwithstanding  the  doubts  expressed  upon  the 
subject  by  Lord  Campbell  C.  J.,  in  Hilton  v.  Eckersley  (a).] 

Giffardy  in  reply.  The  appellant  and  his  fellow  work- 
men entered  into  an  illegal  combination  to  coerce  their 
master  in  the  choice  of  the  men  whom  he  would  employ. 
Granting  that  it  was  lawful  for  them  to  leave  the  service, 
it  was  not  lawful  to  intimidate  the  master  into  dismissing 
others,  by  the  threat  of  leaving.  Many  things  are 
lawful  by  themselves  which  in  combination  are  unlawful : 
for  instance,  it  is  lawful  to  pay  money,  and  to  abstain 
firom  marriage;  but  it  is  unlawful  to  pay  money  to 
another  not  to  marry.  Combinations  amongst  workmen 
to  do  that  which  is  prohibited  by  sect  3  of  the  Act  are 
not  within  the  protection  of  sect.  4. 

CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction 
must  be  affirmed.  I  am  decidedly  of  opinion  that  every 
workman  who  is  in  the  service  of  an  employer,  and  is 
not  bound  by  agreement  to  the  contrary,  is  entitled  to 
the  free  and  unfettered  exercise  of  his  own  discretion  as 
to  whether  he  will  or  will  not  continue  in  that  service 
in  conjunction  with  any  other  person  or  persons  who 
may  be  obnoxious  to  him.  More  than  this ;  any  number 
{a)  6E.4'B.  47.  62. 


622  HILARY  TERM, 

1861.        of  workmen  who  agree  in  considering  some  of  their  fellow- 
Walsbt"^    workmen  obnoxious,  have  each  a   perfect  right  to  put 

Aklet  ^  ^^^'^^  employer  the  alternative  of  either  retaining  their 
services  by  discharging  the  obnoxious  persons,  or  losing 
those  services  by  retaining  those  persons  in  his  employ- 
ment. But  if  they  go  further,  and,  not  content  with 
simply  putting  the  alternative  to  the  employer,  combine  to 
coerce  him,  by  threats  of  jointly  doing  something  which  is 
likely  to  operate  to  his  injury,  into  discharging  the 
obnoxious  persons,  I  think  that  they  may  properly  be 
said  to  bring  themselves  within  the  scope  of  the  3rd 
section  of  the  statute.  In  the  case  before  us,  it  wa.s  not 
one  man  merely  who  went  to  the  employer  and  said 
that  he  should  leave  if  the  obnoxious  workmen  did  not ; 
nor  several  men  merely,  who,  adopting  the  same  course, 
gave  their  master  the  option  of  retaining  them  or  the 
obnoxious  men  in  his  service:  but  several  men,  who 
combined  together  with  the  object  of  coercing  the 
master  into  dismissing  the  obnoxious  workmen,  by  the 
threat  of  otherwise  leaving  in  a  body  at  a  moment's 
notice.  Although  I  at  first  entertained  some  slight 
doubt  whether  what  was  said  amounted  to  a  "  threat,"  I 
have  no  doubt  whatever  that  the  conduct  of  the  appel- 
lant and  the  other  malcontent  workmen  amounted  to  a 
^^  molesting"  of  the  master,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
Act;  and  that  their  proceedings  were  altogether  illegal, 
whether  it  is  said  that  they  threatened  and  intimidated, 
or  that  they  molested  and  obstructed  the  respondent, 
their  employer,  in  his  business. 

(WiGHTMAN  J.  was  abscut.) 

Crompton  J.     I  am  of  the  same  opinion.    I  doubted 
very  much,  on  first  reading  the  case,  whether  the  con- 
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yiction  was  right;  because  the  threats  and  iDtimidation  1861. 
used  by  the  workmen  did  not  point  to  the  commission  Walsby 
by  them  of  an  act  in  itself  unlawful ;  the  threat  being  aiilky 
that  they  would  do  that  which,,  taken  by  itself,  they  had 
a  perfect  right  to  do ;  namely,  leave  the  employment. 
Although,  however,  I  think  that  any  workman  has  a 
right  to  go  to  his  master  and  say,  ^*It  is  my  whim  not  to 
work  in  company  with  so  and  so,"  I  think  that  several 
workmen  have  no  right  to  combine  to  procure  the  dis- 
charge of  persons  obnoxious  to  them  by  threatening  to 
leave  the  employment  at  once  in  a  body,  unless  those 
persons  are  forthwith  discharged.  It  is  matter  of  com- 
mon learning,  that  what  a  man  may  do  singly  he  may 
not  combine  with  others  to  do  to  the  prejudice  of  an- 
other. Stat  6  G.  4.  c.  129.,  by  repealing  all  the  previous 
statutes  on  the  subject,  appears  to  me  to  have  re- 
established the  common  law  as  affecting  combinations  of 
masters  or  workmen.  I  adhere  to  the  opinion  that,  at 
common  law,  all  such  combinations  are  illegal,  and  that 
Grose  J.  rightly  states  the  law  in  the  passage  to  which  I 
referred  in  the  course  of  the  argument  (a).  That  being 
so,  it  was  necessary,  by  sects.  4  and  5  of  the  statute,  to 
render  legal  the  combinations  of  workmen  and  masters 
therein  referred  to  respectively,  and  which  would,  at 
common  law,  have  been  illegal.  The  combination 
charged  in  the  present  case  is  one  by  workmen  to 
threaten  to  leave  the  respondent's  service  if  he  did  not 
dismiss  certain  other  workmen.  That  is  a  combination 
not  within  the  protection  of  sect.  4,  and  falling  within 
the  prohibition  in  sect.  3  against  endeavouring  by 
threats  or  intimidation  to  force  an  employer  to  limit  the 
number  or  description  of  his  workmen.     As  in  the  in- 

(^  In  Rex  V.  Mawhey,  6  TR.  at  p.  B30. 
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1861.  dictment  in  Regina  y.  Rotolands  (a),  and  the  conviction 
Walsbt  in  -'w  R^  Perham  (6),  so  in  the  conviction  now  before 
Ahlkt.  ^^>  ^^^  threats  used  by  the  appellant  are  not  set  out ; 
those  cases,  however,  shew  that  that  is  immaterial ;  the 
nature  of  the  language  used,  and  whether  or  not  it 
amounted  to  a  threat,  being  matter  of  evidence,  and 
solely  for  the  consideration  of  the  magistrate.  In  the 
present  case  the  magistrate  decided  (and  I  think  rightly) 
that  the  appellant's  language  did  amount  to  a  threat, 
and  that  he  had  committed  an  oiFence  under  sect.  3  of 
the  Act 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  have  very 
little  to  add  to  what  has  fallen  from  the  rest  of  the 
Court,  in  which  I  entirely  concur.  "Threat,"  in  tie 
statute,  must  mean  a  threat  to  do  an  illegal  act.  Hie 
question  therefore  is,  was  the  act  threatened  by  the 
appellant  illegal  ?  I  entirely  agree  with  what  the  Lord 
Chief  Justice  has  said  as  to  the  right  of  an  individual 
workman,  or  any  number  of  workmen,  to  tell  their  em- 
ployer that  they  decline  to  continue  to  work  with  parti- 
cular men  to  whom  they  object.  If,  however,  they  act 
in  combination,  not  honestly  or  independently,  but  by 
way  of  a  conspiracy,  in  order  to  coerce  their  employer 
to  dismiss  the  men  obnoxious  to  them,  that  combination 
is  illegal.  There  was  abundant  evidence  before  the 
magistrate  that  the  appellant  had  threatened  the  re- 
spondent with  the  carrying  out  of  a  combination  amount- 
ing to  an  illegal  conspiracy  at  common  law.    The  appeal 

must  therefore  be  discharged. 

Conviction  affirmed. 

(a)  6  Cox.  a  a  436.  (b)  6  iT.  #  M  30. 
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The  Queen,  on    the  prosecution  of   Richard  Monday, 

Jatituity  21st. 

Organ,  against  The  General  Council  of  Medical 
Education  and  Registration  of  the  United 
Kingdom. 


JJAYES  Serjt.  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  on  The  ^ fi^^ 

General  Council  of  Medical  Education  and  Regis'  Y*^^'  ^'  ??" 
•^  ^        by  sect  15 

tration  of  the  United  Kingdom  to  shew  cause  why  a  writ  enacts,  that 

.  ^         every  person 

of  mandamus  should  not  issue,  commanding  them  to  possessed  of 

L  r    n*  1       t    ^  t  •!•     1   one  or  more  of 

restore  the  name   ot   Richard  Organ   to   the    medical  certain  speci- 

«.»»:«« ^*  lied  qualifica- 

'^g^S^er.  tions  shall  be 

entitled  to  be 
registered  as 
a  medical  practitioner  on  payment  of  certain  fees,  and  production  to  the  registrar  of 
eridence  of  his  qualification.  By  sect.  17,  every  person  who  was  actually  practising 
medicine  in  England  before  Ist  August,  1815,  is  entitled  to  be  registered  in  like  manner. 
By  sect.  46,  power  is  given  to  the  General  Council  of  Medical  Education  (who, 
by  sect  61,  may  delegate  their  powers  to  the  Branch  Council)  to  dispense  with 
sach  provisions  of  the  Act  as  they  think  fit,  in  favour  of,  amongst  other  classes  of 
practitioners,  persons  acting  as  surgeons  in  the  public  service.  Sect  26  enacts  that  "  no 
qualification  shall  be  entered  on  the  register,  either  on  the  firtt  registration  or  by  way  of 
addition  to  a  registered  name,  unless  the  registrar  be  satisfied  by  the  proper  evidence 
that  the  person  claiming  is  entitled  to  it ;  and  any  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  regis- 
tra»^iay  be  decided  by  the  general  council  ;*'  "  and  any  entry  which  shall  be  proved  to 
thetZitisfaction  of"  the  council  "  to  have  been  fraudulently  or  incorrectly  made  may  be 
erased  from  the  register  by  order  in  writing  of"  the  counciL  And,  by  sect.  29,  "  i/any 
registered  medical  practitioner  shall  be  convicted"  "  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanour,  * 
"  or  shall  after  due  inquiry  be  judged  by  the  general  council  to  have  been  guilty  of  infa- 
mous conduct  in  any  professional  respect,  the  general  council  may,  if  they  see  fit,  direct 
the  registrar  to  erase  the  name  of  such  medical  practitioner  from  the  remster." 

O.,  a  medical  practitioner,  was  registered  under  sect  46,  by  special  order  of  the  branch 
council,  on  his  representation  that  he  was  acting  as  a  surgeon  in  the  public  service.  Sub- 
sequently the  general  council,  after  holding  an  inquiry  of  which  he  had  due  notice,  and  at 
which  he  attended  under  protest  but  made  no  defence,  erased  his  name  from  the  re^ster, 
on  the  grounds,  first,  that  it  was  proved  to  their  satisfaction  that  the  entry  of  it  was 
fraudulently  and  incorrectly  made ;  secondly,  that  they,  after  due  inquiry,  judged  him  to 
have  been  guilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  a  professional  respect. 

Held,  di^harging  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the  general  council  to  restore  0/s  name 
to  the  register,  that  the  coimcil  had  jurisdiction  under  the  circumstances  to  erase  his 
name :  both  under  sect.  26,  the  second  clause  of  which  was  not  limited  to  the  case  of 
persons  registered  under  sects.  15  or  17,  and  under  sect.  29,  which  did  not  make  it  a 
condition  to  the  erasure  that  the  infamous  professional  conduct  of  which  0.  was  judged 
guilty  should  ha?o  been  proved  to  the  council  to  have  occurred  before  his  registration. 
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It  appeared  from  the  aflBdavits  that  Richard  Organ, 
The  Queen     having  been,  in  ISSO,  inserted  in  the  medical  register,  as 
General       being  a  surgeon  in  the  public  service,  by  the  Branch  (a) 
mS^J^al^     Medical  Council  for  England,  under  The  Medical  Act, 
Educatioh.    21  &  22  Vict.  c.  90.  s.  46.,  on  his  petition  dated  12th 
January,  1859,  was  afterwards,  in  consequence  of  cer- 
tain charges  made  against  him,  removed  from  the  register 
by  the  general  council;  and  that,  in  EasterTexm^  1860, 
this  Court  made  absolute  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the 
council  to  restore  him,  on  the  ground  that  he  had  not 
been  heard  in  his  defence  before  removal.    The  council, 
in  obedience  to  this  rule,  at  once  restored  his  name  to  the 
register,  and  soon  afterwards,  on  or  about  29th  Mag, 
1860,  gave  him  the  following  notice. 

*^  Medical  Registration  Office^ 

"32,  Soho  Square^  London,  W.C., 
«"  Sir,  May  28th,  186a 

**  Information  having  reached  the  medical  coondl 
that  you  are  not  possessed  of  any  qualification  entitling 
you  to  registration,  and  that  certain  of  the  representa- 
tions contained  in  your  memorial  to  the  council,  dated 
1 2th  January,  1 859,  are  untrue,  and  that  your  name  has 
been  incorrectly  placed  on  the  medical  register,  and, 
further,  that  yon  have  been  guilty  of  conduct  infamous 
in  a  professional  respect,  in  endeavouring  to  obtain  by 
fraudulent  means  a  diploma  from  the  Royal  College  of 
Surgeons  of  Edinburgh,  I  have  to  inform  yon  that,  on 
the  18th  day  of  June  now  next  ensuing,  at  three  o'clock 
in  the  afternoon,  the  medical  council  will  meet  at  The 
Royal  College  of  Physicians,  in  Pall  Matt  East,  London, 
and  will  then  and  there  institute  an  investigation  into 


(a)  Sect.  46  empowers  The  General  Medical  Council  to  register  audi 
surgeons ;  but,  under  sect.  6,  that  council  may  delegate  its  powers  to  the 
Branch  Council 
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the  truth  of  these  allegations,  with  a  view  to  decide 
whether,  on  all  or  any  of  the  above  grounds,  your  name 
ought  to  be  erased  from  the  medical  register.  At  that 
investigation  you  are  hereby  invited  and  requested  to  be 
present  Tou  will  also  take  notice  that  the  meeting  of 
the  council  is  fixed  peremptorily  for  the  day  hereinbefore 
named,  on  which  day  the  inquiry  will  be  prosecuted, 
whether  you  attend  or  not 

*'  Francis  Hawkins,  M.D.,  Registrar.** 

On  the  receipt  of  this  notice,  Mr.  OrgarC%  attorney 
wrote  to  inquire  whether  Mr.  Organ  would  be  allowed 
to  appear  by  counsel,  and,  also,  for  further  information 
as  to  which  of  the  representations  in  his  memorial  were 
said  to  be  incorrect ;  and  he  received  an  answer  from 
the  registrar,  referring  him  ^^  especially  to  the  statements 
as  to  his  (Mr.  OrgarCs)  appointments  as  medical  officer 
and  public  vaccinator  to  various  parishes;''  adding, 
**  but  the  medical  council  do  not,  of  course,  bind  them- 
selves  to  confine  their  inquiries  exclusively  to  that  part 
of  the  memorial.  I  am  directed  by  the  council  to 
htform  you  that,  whilst  they  are  ready  to  allow  Mr. 
Organ  the  fullest  opportunity  of  explaining  and  answer- 
ing the  allegations  made  against  him,  they  do  not  think 
fit  to  grant  his  application  to  be  heard  by  counsel." 

The  attorney  wrote  in  reply  that  Mr.  Organ  would 
appear  under  protest,  and  offer  no  evidence.  Mr.  Organ 
and  his  attorney  accordingly  attended  the  meeting  on 
iSth  June^  1860,  and,  after  protest  on  their  part,  the 
council  proceeded  to  read  affidavits,  in  which  the  facts 
were  detailed  on  which  the  charges  pointed  out  in  the 
notice  of  28th  May  were  founded ;  the  transaction  with 
regard  to  the  diploma  at  Edinburgh  having  taken  place 
early  in  the  year  1858.  Afler  the  reading  of  the  affida- 
2  M  2 
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vits,  in  answer  to  an  offer  by  the  chairman  to  hear  any 
explanation,  Mr.  Organ  and  his  attorney  again  pro- 
tested, and  declined  to  interfere.  The  council  on  the 
following  day,  19th  June^  1860,  passed  the  following 
resolutions,  and  forwarded  copies  of  them  to  Mr. 
Organ. 

*'  That,  it  having  been  proved  to  the  satisfaction  ot 
the  general  council  that  the  entry  of  the  name  of 
Richard  Organ  has  been  fraudulently  and  incorrectly 
made  on  the  register,  the  general  council  do  by  this 
order  in  writing  direct  that  his  name  be  erased  from  the 
register;  that  Richard  Organ  having  been  judged  by 
the  general  council,  after  due  inquiry,  to  have  been 
guilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  a  professional  respect, 
the  general  council  do  hereby  adjudge  that  the  name  of 
the  said  Richard  Organ  be  erased  from  the  register,  and 
do  by  this  order  direct  the  registrar  to  erase  bis  name 
from  the  register  accordingly." 


Montague  Smith  and  Sleigh  now  shewed  cause.  The 
council  had  jurisdiction  to  order  Mr.  Organ*s  name  to 
be  erased  from  the  register,  upon  both  or  one  or  other 
of  the  grounds  stated  in  the  resolutions  of  1 9th  June. 
The  Medical  Act,  21  &  22  Vict  c.  90.  enacts,  by  sect 
15,  that  '^  Every  person  now  possessed,  and  (subject  to 
the  provisions  hereinafler  contained)  every  person  here- 
after becoming  possessed,  of  any  one  or  more  of  the 
qualifications  described  in  the  Schedule  (A.)  to  this  Act, 
shall,  on  payment  of  a  fee,  not  exceeding  2/.,  in  respect 
of  qualifications  obtained  before  the  1st  day  ot  January, 
1859,  and  not  exceeding  5/.  in  respect  of  qualifications 
obtained  on  or  after  that  day,  be  entitled  to  be  registered 
on  producing  to  the  registrar  of  the  branch  council  for 
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Englandy  Scotland,  or  Irelandy  the  document  conferring  1861. 
or  evidencing  the  qualification  or  each  of  the  qualifica-  xhe  Quebm 
tions  in  respect  whereof  he  seeks  to  be  so  registered,  or  General 
upon  transmitting  by  post  to  such  registrar  information  ^^^^ 
of  bis  name  and  address,  and  evidence  of  the  qualification  Eduoamoh. 
or  qualifications  in  respect  whereof  he  seeks  to  be  regis- 
tered, and  of  the  time  or  times  at  which  the  same  was 
or  were  respectively  obtained."  By  sect^  17,  **Any 
person  who  was  actually  practising  medicine  in  England 
before  the  Ist  day  oi  August ,  1815,  shall,  on  payment  of 
a  fee  to  be  fixed  by  the  general  council,  be  entitled  to 
be  registered  on  producing  to  the  registrar  of  the  branch 
council  for  England,  Scotland,  or  Ireland,  a  declaration 
according  to  the  form  in  the  Schedule  (B.)  to  this  Act 
signed  by  him,  or  upon  transmitting  to  such  registrar 
information  of  his  name  and  address,  and  enclosing  such 
declaration  as  aforesaid."  These  being  the  provisions 
under  which  medical  practitioners  ill  general  may  get 
themselves  put  on  the  medical  register,  the  Act,  by 
sect.  46,  enacts  that  ^'It  shall  be  lawful  for  the  general 
council,  by  special  orders,  to  dispense  with  such  provi- 
sions of  this  Act  or  with  such  part  of  any  regulations 
made  by  its  authority  as  to  them  shall  seem  fit,  in  favour 
of,"  amongst  others,  **any  persons  who"  "are  acting  as 
surgeons  in  the  public  service.'*  Mr.  Organs  it  appears, 
obtained  registration  under  this  latter  section,  on  his 
statement  that  be  was  a  surgeon  in  the  public  service. 
Such  being  the  provisions  of  the  Act  as  to  registration, 
and  such  the  mode  by  which  Mr.  Organ  got  on  the 
register,  the  question  is  whether  the  Council  of  Medical 
Education  can  justify  his  removal  therefrom,  under  the 
powers  conferred  on  them  by  other  sections.  Those 
sections  are  the  26th  and  the  29th.    By  sect,  26  it  is 
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enacted  that  "  No  qualification  shall  be  entered  on  the 
register,  either  on  the  first  registration  or  by  way  of 
addition  to  a  registered  name,  unless  the  registrar  be 
satisfied  by  the  proper  evidence  that  the  person  claiming 
is  entitled  to  it ;  and  any  appeal  firom  the  decision  of 
the  registrar  may  be  decided  by  the  general  council,  or 
by  the  council  for  Etiffland,  Scotland^  or  Ireland  (as  the 
case  may  be) ;  and  any  entry  which  shall  be  proved  to 
the  satisfaction  of  such  general  council  or  branch  council 
to  have  been  fraudulently  or  incorrectly  made  may  be 
erased  from  the  register  by  order  in  writing  of  such 
general  council  or  branch  council"  And  sect.  29  enacts 
that  *<If  any  registered  medical  practitioner  shall  be 
convicted  in  England  or  Ireland  of  any  felony  or  misde- 
meanour, or  in  Scotland  of  any  crime  or  oflfenc^  or 
shall  after  due  inquiry  be  judged  by  the  general  council 
to  have  been  guilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  any  profes* 
sional  respect^  the*general  council  may,  if  they  see  fit, 
direct  the  registrar  to  erase  the  name  of  such  medical 
practitioner  from  the  register.**  The  council  were  jus* 
tified,  under  either  of  these  sections,  in  removing  Mr. 
Orffan*s  name  from  the  register.  It  having  been  proved 
to  their  satisfaction  that  the  entry  of  his  name  on  the 
register  had  been  fraudulently  and  incorrectly  made^ 
sect.  26  applies ;  as  does  sect.  29,  the  council  having, 
after  due  inquiry,  judged  Mr.  Organ  to  have  been 
guilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  a  professional  respect 
The  other  side  will  contend  that,  in  order  for  sect.  29 
to  apply,  it  must  be  proved  that  the  infamous  profes- 
sional conduct,  there  mentioned,  occurred  before  the 
name  was  put  on  the  register.  But  that  section  is  not 
to  be  thus  restricted  in  its  operation.  It  provides  for 
the  erasure  of  a  practitioner's  name,  if  he  shall  be 
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by  which  must  be  meant,  to  have  been  thus  guilty  at  The  Qdees 
any  time  before  the  adjudication.  [Crampton  J.  That 
would  seem  to  be  the  reasonable  construction,  having 
regard  to  the  enactment  in  sect.  15,  under  which  it 
appears  that  any  duly  qualified  person  is  entitled  to  be 
registered,  without  regard  to  his  character,  if  he  pa^fs 
the  proper  fee  and  produces  to  the  registrar  suflBcient 
evidence  of  his  qualification.]  Yes:  it  was  necessary  to 
give  power  to  the  council,  by  sect.  29,  to  remove  the 
names  of  persons  of  infamous  professional  character; 
who,  being  entitled  in  the  first  instance  to  registration, 
could  not  otherwise  be  erased  from  the  register.  Whe- 
ther or  not,  however,  the  council  can  justify  their  pro- 
ceeding under  sect.  29,  they  clearly  can  do  so  under 
sect.  2ft:  which  must  give  them  power  to  expunge  firom 
the  register  any  name,  however  it  got  there,  the  entry 
of  which  was  firaudulent  or  incorrect. 


Hayes  Seijt.,  in  support  of  the  rule.— First,  as  to  sect. 
29.  The  expression  "infamous  conduct  in  any  pro- 
fessional respect,^'  is  very  vague ;  and  the  council  ought 
to  find  proved  some  definite  instance  of  such  miscon- 
duct on  the  part  of  a  practitioner,  before  taking  the 
extreme  course  of  striking  his  name  off  the  register. 
Assuming,  however,  that  they  are  not  bound  to  find  him 
guilty  of  any  precise  misconduct,  they  must,  at  all 
events,  find  that  he  was  guilty  of  the  misconduct  im« 
puted  to  him  before  he  was  registered.  Sect.  15  gives 
an  absolute  right  to  every  qualified  person  to  be  placed 
on  the  register ;  and  it  would  be  strange  if  a  subsequent 
section  should  give  the  council  the  power  of  nullifying 
that  right  by  striking  such  a  person  off  on  account  of 
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1861.       condact  by  him  before  be  was  put  on.    Sect  29  applies 
The  QuEEH    ^  "  ^^y  registered  medical  practitioner"  only ;  by  which 
^  ^'  must  be  meant  any  medical  practitioner  who  after  regis- 

Council  of     tration  incurs  the  pains  and  penalties  of  the  section.  The 
EDuoATioir.    subsequent  words    ^^  judged"  *'to  have  been  guilty/ 
merely  mean  that  the  guilt  must  be  complete  at  the  time 
of  adjudication ;  not  that  it  may  have  taken  place  at  any 
time  before  then.     This  clause  of  the  section  ought  not 
to  receive  a  different  construction  firom  its  finst  claase,  by 
which,  ^<  If  any  registered  medical  practitioner  shall  be 
convicted*'  '^  of  any  felony  or  misdemeanour,"  his  name 
may  be  erased.     That  clause  plainly  applies  only  to  a 
conviction  after  registration,  and  also^  it  must  reasonably 
be  supposed^  to  a  conviction  for  an  offence  committed 
since  the  offender's  registration.     Otherwise^  there  is 
this  anomaly^  that  guilty  followed  by  conviction  before 
the  offender's  registration,  does  not  disqualify  him,  once 
registered,  from  remaining  on  the  register ;  but  the  same 
guilt,  if  not  followed  by  conviction  until  after  the  r^is- 
tration,  does  disqualify  him.     The  general  rule  in  inter- 
preting   statutes,   that   they  are  not  to  be  construed 
retrospectively,  ought  to  prevail  here ;  especially  as  the 
Act  takes  away  or  restricts  pre-existing  rights.  Secondly, 
sect.  26  applies  only  to  the  erasure  of  names  improperly 
put  upon  the  regbter  by  the  registrar,  and  to  appeals 
fix)m  his  decision  to  that  of  the  counciL    The  council 
cannot,  therefore,  justify  under  that  section  the  erasure 
of  Mr.    OrgavL^  name,  he  having  been  put  on  the 
register,   not   by  the  registrar,  but  by  special   order 
of  the  council  under  sect.  46^      [HiU  J.    The  first 
clause  of  sect.  26  no  doubt  has  the  limited  ap[dicati<Hi, 
only,  for  which  you   contend;  but  its  second  daose, 
under  which  the  council  have  acted  in  this  case^  autho- 
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rizes  the  council  to  erase  from  the  register  ^*  any  entry 
which  shall  be  proved  to"  their  satisfaction  ''to  have 
been  fraudulently  or  incorrectly  made/'  by  whomsoever 
it  was  made.]  At  all  events,  the  council  ought  to  have 
found  the  facts  relating  to  the  fraud. 
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(CocKBUBN  C.  J.  and  Wiqhtman  J.  were  absent.) 


CROMPTOir  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  is  not  a  case 
for  the  grant  of  a  writ  of  mandamus  by  the  Court  in 
the  exercise  of  its  discretion.  But,  further,  apart  from 
the  merits,  I  think  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged, 
on  the  ground  that  sect.  26  of  the  statute,  under  which 
the  general  council  have  acted,  is  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  The  council  have  found  that  the  entry 
of  the  applicant's  name  on  the  register  was  fraudulently 
and  incorrectly  made.  It  is  now  said,  on  his  behalf, 
that  they  ought  to  have  found  the  specific  focts.  This 
Court  has,  however,  already  granted  the  applicant  a 
mandamus  calling  on  the  council  to  hear  him  in  his 
defence ;  and  he  has  since  had  an  opportunity  of  being 
Leard,  of  which  he  has  declined  to  avail  himself.  There 
is  no  end,  therefore,  to  be  gidned,  by  sending  the  case 
again  before  the  council  for  the  facts  to  be  ascertained. 
I  think  that  we  have  no  right  to  interfere  with  their 
determination,  founded,  as  we  must  assume  it  to  have 
been,  upon  su£Scient  evidence,  unless  they  had  no  juris- 
diction at  all.  In  my  opinion,  however,  they  had  juris- 
diction. Sect  15  of  the  Act  gives  an  absolute  right  to 
persons  possessed  of  certain  qualifications,  to  be  registered 
as  medical  practitioners  by  the  registrar  on  payment 
of  specified  fees  and  production  of  eyidence  of  their 
qualifications.     Then  sect.  26   empowers   the  council 
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to  erase  from  the  register  any  entry  proved  to  their 
satisfaction  to  have  been  frandalently  or  incorrectly 
made.  It  is  clear  that  this  erasure  may  be  made  on 
the  application  of  a  third  party ;  and  equally  dear  that 
the  operation  of  the  enactment  is  not  restricted  to  cases 
in  which  the  entry  was  made,  under  sect.  15,  by  the 
registrar.  There  is  no  reason  why  sect  26  should  be 
restricted  to  such  cases,  any  more  than  sect.  29  is,  or 
than  sect  39  is,  which  makes  it  a  misdemeanour  in  any 
person  to  **  wilfully  procure  or  attempt  to  procure  him' 
self  to  be  registered  under*'  the  *'  Act,**  by  fiedse  or  fraudu- 
lent representations.  These  sections  must  all  apply  to 
every  registration,  whether  under  sect  1 5  or  under  sect.  46. 
There  is,  indeed,  greater  reason  for  their  application  to 
registrations  of  the  latter  than  to  those  of  the  former 
description ;  inasmuch  as  the  council,  by  whose  special 
dispensation  the  registration  may,  under  sect  46,  take 
place,  are  more  likely  to  be  exposed  to  deception  than 
the  registrar,  who  registers  applicants  under  sect  15. 
I  also  think  that  the  case  falls  within  the  scQpe  of  the 
29th  section.  Medical  practitioners  are  not  amenable 
to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  council,  under  that  secdon, 
until  they  have  been  registered.  But  if,  at  the  time  of 
their  conviction  for  an  offence,  or  of  their  adjudication 
by  the  council  to  have  been  guilty  of  infamous  pro- 
fessional conduct,  they  are  registered,  the  section 
applies,  and  it  is  immaterial  at  what  time  the  offence  or 
misconduct,  respectively,  may  have  been  committed. 
It  is  said  that  this  construction  makes  the  Act  retro- 
spective. It  does  so  to  a  certain  extent,  but  not  in  the 
general  sense  in  which  the  rule  against  giving  a  retro- 
spective operation  to  statutes  is  understood. 
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Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  On  the  first 
point  I  entirely  agree  with  my  Brother  Crompton,  The 
granting  of  a  mandamus  is  to  some  extent  discretionary 
with  the  Court;  and  I  am  clearly  of  opinion  that, 
under  the  circumstances  of  the  present  case,  we  ought 
not  to  interfere.  The  facts  are,  that*  Mr.  Organ^  having 
been  put  upon  the  register  by  a  special  order  of  the 
council  under  sect.  46  of  the  Act,  and  having  subse- 
quently been  removed  from  it  without  a  hearing,  obtained 
from  this  Court  a  rule  for  a  mandamus  to  the  council  to 
restore  him  on  that  ground.  This  was,  in  effect,  a  rule 
calling  upon  the  council  to  hear  his  defence.  They, 
accordingly,  in  obedience  to  the  rule,  restored  him,  and 
called  upon  him  to  answer  certain  specific  charges,  with 
a  view  to  a  decision  whether  his  name  ought  not  to  be 
erased  from  the  register.  The  council  having  afterwards 
refused,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do,  his  application  to  be 
heard  by  counsel,  he  attended  before  them  at  the  hearing 
of  the  charges,  and  said  nothing  in  defence,  contenting 
himself  with  merely  disputing  the  council's  jurisdiction. 
The  council  then  found  two  facts  proved;  first,  that  he 
bad  obtained  his  registration  fraudulently ;  and,  secondly, 
that  he  had  been  guilty  of  infamous  professional  conduct. 
The  first  fact  justified  his  removal  from  the  register 
under  sect.  26,  the  second  under  sect.  29;  and  the 
council  were  acting  within  their  jurisdiction  in  erasing 
his  name,  if  either  of  those  sections  apply.  I  am  of 
opinion  that  both  those  sections  do  apply.  The  scope 
and  object  of  the  Act  is  clear.  Sect  15  gives  an 
absolute  right  to  all  persons  possessing  certain  qualifica- 
tions to  be  placed  on  the  register  by  the  registrar. 
Sect  17  entitles  all  persons  who  were  actually  practising 
medicine  in  England  before  1st  August,  1815,  to  the 
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same  advantage.  Sect.  46  empoweis  die  general  council 
to  dispense  by  special  orders  with  the  proyisions  of,  and 
with  regulations  made  under,  the  Act,  in  favour  of 
certain  specified  classes  of  pracdtioners.  The  present 
applicant,  Mr.  Organs  was  registered  in  pursuance  of  an 
order  of  the  council  under  sect.  46;  and  it  has  been 
argued  on  his  behalf,  that  the  second  clause  of  sect  26 
does  not  apply  to  such  a  registration,  but  only  to 
registrations  by  the  registrar.  I  think,  however,  that 
that  clause,  equaDy  with  sect.  39,  the  lai^;uage  of  both 
being  equally  general,  must  be  read  as  applying  to  the 
case  of  every  registered  practitioner,  whether  he  be 
registered  under  sects.  15  or  17,  or  under  sect.  46.  If 
it  be  necessary  to  give  an  opinion  with  respect  to 
sect.  29,  I  should  say  that  that  section  also  iipplies. 
The  first  clause  of  that  secticm  applies,  if  the  conviction 
of  an  ofiender  takes  place  after  his  registration,  altbongh 
finr  an  ofienoe  committed  before  it;  and  in  like  maimer 
the  second  clause  applies,  if  the  council  adjudge  a  man 
to  have  been  guilty  of  infamous  professional  conduct 
before  his  registration,  provided  that  the  adjudication 
be  afier  it.  The  decision  of  this  point,  however,  is 
not  absolutely  necessary,  the  first  ground  being  suffi- 
cient to  dispose  of  the  case :  but  I  think  it  right,  not- 
withstanding, not  to  withhold  the  strong  opinion  which 
I  entertain  upon  it. 

Rule  dischaiged,  with  costs. 
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Dixon  against  Fawcus.  V^^^^c^. 

•^  January  22d. 

THE  first  count  of  the  declaration  stated  that  plain-  peckration, 
^  for  that>  plain- 
tiff, who,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  committing  tiffhavin^ 
,        -    -      ,             -     ,                    _  _                1        .      n  agreed  with 
by  defendant  of  the  wrongful  acts   thereinafter  men-  defendant  to 

tioned,  was  a  manufacturer  of,  and  carried  on  the  busi-  Bell  to  him 

ness  of  manufacturing  and  selling,  fire  bricks,  at  the  marked  as 

request  of  defendant   agreed  with  defendant  that  he,  nT^ht^wjt. 

plaintiff,  would  manufacture  and  sell  and  deliver  divers  ^"rfS^ 

large  quantities  of  fire  bricks   to  defendant,  at  or  for  deceitfully 

^         ,  ,  ,     .  and  injunoufily 

certain  prices  to  be  paid  to  plaintiff  by  defendant  for  the  directed  plain- 
same  ;  and  that  all  fire  bricks  supplied  by  plaintiff  to  them  with  the 
defendant  should  be  marked  in  such  manner  as  defend-  defendant  ' 
ant  might  direct.     That,  after  the  making  of  the  said  kno^l  and 
agreement,  defendant  wrongfully,  deceitfully  and  inju-  ^^*ij^^^ 
riously,  and  contrary  to  his  duty  in  that  behalf,  directed  J?®/j5*  ^S 

that  divers  fire  bricks,  to  be   manufactured,  sold   and  that  name  as 

a  mark  on 
delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  in  pursuance  of  the  bricks  made 

and  sold  bv 

said  agreement,  should  be  marked  with   the  word   or  him,  to  dis- 

name  "Ramsayy^  defendant  then  well  knowing,  as  the  fiS^ncks^™ 

made  and 
sold  by  other 
persons ;  and  that  plaintiff,  by  so  marking  the  bricks  to  be  made  for  defendant,  would 
oecome  liable  to  legal  proceemngs  for  damans  at  the  suit  of  R.,  and  to  be  restrained  by 
iigunction  from  makine  any  more  of  such  oricks.  That  plaintiff  in  ignorance  of  the 
consequences,  and  of  i?/s  rights,  marked  the  bricks  as  directed  by  defendant,  and 
delivered  them  to  him.  That  R.  thereupon  filed  a  bill  in  Chanceiy  against  plaintiff  for 
an  injunction,  an  account  of  the  profits  made  by  plaintiff  from  the  bricks,  and  a  decree 
diat  plaintiff  should  pay  the  amount  thereof  to  R.  That  plaintiff  thereupon  compromised 
such  suit  by  paying  R.  a  large  sum  of  money  for  his  d^ages,  costs  and  expenses,  and 
was  also  compelled  to  pay  large  sums  of  money  for  the  costs  of  his  own  necessary  defence 
to  the  suit. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Held,  that  the  declaration  disclosed  a  ^ood  cause  of  action,  on  the  groimd  that  plaintiff, 
though  innocent  of  fraud  in  counterfeiting  R.'s  mark,  was  nevertheless  liable  in  equity 
to  the  suit  for  having  in  fact  counterfeited  it :  and  semble  also  on  the  ground  that,  the 
natural  consequence  of  defendant's  act  being  to  plunge  plaintiff  into  the  Chancery  suit, 
and  thereby  to  cause  him  to  incur  costs  and  expenses,  plaintiff,  whether  or  not  he  was 
liable  to  the  suit,  had  a  good  cause  of  action  against  defendant  to  recover  the  damages 
so  sustained. 
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1861.       fact  was,  that  George  Heppell  Ramsatff  before  and  at  the 
Dizoir       ^i™c  mentioned  aforesaid,  had  been  and  was  a  manu- 
Fawovs.      facturer  of  fire  bricks,  and  had  been  and  was  accostomed 
to  manufacture    and   sell,  and    did  in  fact  maoufiM^- 
ture  and  sell,  fire  bricks  marked  with  the  name  or 
word   **  Ramsay/*  in   order   to  indicate   that   the  fire 
bricks  by  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay  manu&ctured  and 
sold  were  fire  bricks  manufactured  and  sold  bj  him; 
and  also  to  distinguish  the  fire  bricks  so  manufactured 
and  sold  by  him  fcom  fire  bricks  manufactured  and  sold 
by  other  persons.     That,  at  the  time  when  defendant 
directed  plaintifi^  to  mark  in  manner  aforesaid  fire  bricks 
so  to  be  manufactured,  sold  and  delivered  by  plainti£f  to 
defendant  as  aforesaid,  defendant  well  knew,  as  the  hd 
was,  that  such  fire  bricks,  when  so  marked,  sold  and 
delivered  by  plaintifi^  to  defendant,  would  counterfeit, 
imitate  and  resemble  fire  bricks  manufactured^  marked 
and  sold  by  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay^  in  manner  afore- 
said ;  and  that  plaintifi^,  by  manufacturing  and  marking 
such  fire  bricks  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  selling  and 
delivering  the  same  to  defendant,  would  render  himself 
liable  to  have  legal  proceedings  taken  against  him,  at  the 
suit  of  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay^   to  recover  damages 
against  him  for  so  manufacturing,  marking  and  selling 
such  fire  bricks;  and  also  for  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay  to 
obtain   an   injunction  against    the  manufacturing   and 
selling  of  fire  bricks  marked  in  manner  aforesaid  by 
plaintiff;   and  also   liable  to  pay  the  amount  of  such 
damages  as  aforesaid  to  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay.     And 
defendant  then  wrongfully  and  fraudulently  intended 
that  the  said  fire  bricks  which  he  so  directed  plaintiff  to 
manufacture  and  mark  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  deliver 
to  defendant  as  aforesaid,  should,  in  fact,  when  manu- 
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fiictured  and  marked,  and  sold  and  delivered  to  defend-  ]35|^ 
ant,  counterfeit,  imitate  and  resemble  fire  bricks  so  Di^oit 
manufactured,  marked  and  sold  by  the  said  George 
Heppell  Bamsay  as  aforesaid ;  so  that  defendant  might 
and  should  be  enabled,  wrongfully  and  fraudulently,  to 
sell  the  said  fire  bricks  so  to  be  by  plaintiff  manu- 
&ctured,  and  marked  and  sold  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ant, as  and  for  fire  bricks  manu&ctured  by  the  said 
G.  H.  Ramsay.  That  plaintiff,  being  ignorant  of  the 
said  manufacture,  marking  and  sale  of  fire  bricks 
by  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay  as  aforesaid,  and  being 
also  ignorant  that  the  manufacturing  and  marking  of 
fire  bricks  in  pursuance  of  and  according  to  the  said 
direction  of  defendant,  and  the  selling  of  such  fire 
bricks  to  defendant,  would  be  wrongful,  or  would  render 
plaintiff  liable  to  such  legal  proceedings  and  to  pay 
such  damages  as  aforesaid,  did,  in  pursuance  of  and 
according  to  the  said  direction  of  defendant,  manufacture 
divers  large  numbers  of  fire  bricks  for  defendant,  and 
to  be  sold  and  delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  in 
pursuance  of  the  said  agreement;  and  plaintiff,  being 
so  ignorant  as  aforesaid,  did,  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
direction  of  defendant,  mark  each  of  the  same  fire 
bricks,  by  him  so  manufactured,  with  the  said  name  or 
word  **  Ramsay  ;*'  and  such  fire  bricks,  by  plaintiff  so 
manufactured  and  marked  in  pursuance  of  the  said 
directions  of  defendant,  did  in  fact  counterfeit,  imitate 
and  resemble  fire  bricks  by  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay 
manufactured  and  marked  and  sold  as  aforesaid.  That 
plaintiff,  being  so  ignorant  as  aforesaid,  did  sell  and 
deliver  to  defendant  divers  large  quantities  of  the  said 
fire  bricks  by  him,  plaintiff,  so  manufactured  and  marked 
as  aforesaid.     That,  by  reason  and  means  of  the  afore- 
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1861 .  said  wrongful  acts  of  defendant,  and  the  severa  premises 
DixoM  aforesaid,  and  bj  reason  of  plaintiff  acting  in  manner 
Fawcus,  aforesaid,  at  the  reqaest  and  by  the  direction  of 
defendant,  and  not  otherwise,  he,  plaintiff,  by  manufiu!- 
turing  and  marking  fire  bricks  in  manner  aforesaid,  and 
selling  and  delivering  such  fire  bricks  to  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  became  and  was  liable  to  have  legal  proceedings 
taken  against  him  by  and  at  the  suit  of  the  said  G.  H, 
Ramsay t  to  recover  damages  against  plaintiff  for  and  by 
reason  of  plaintiff  so  manufactming  and  marking  the 
said  fire  bricks  in  manner  aforesaid,  and  selling  and 
delivering  the  same  bricks,  so  marked,  to  defendant  as 
aforesaid  ;  and  also  for  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay  to  obtain 
an  injunction  against  the  manufacturing  and  selling  of 
fire  bricks  marked  in  manner  aforesaid ;  and  also  liable 
to  pay  the  amount  of  such  damages  as  aforesaid  to  the 
said  G.  H.  Ramsay.  That  afterwards,  and  after  plain- 
tiff had  delvered  divers  of  the  said  fire  bricks  by  him 
manufactured  and  marked  and  sold  to  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  and  whilst  plaintiff  had  in  his  possession  some 
others  of  the  fire  bricks  by  him  so  manufactured  and 
marked,  in  pursuance  of  the  said  direction  of  defendant 
as  aforesaid,  the  said  G.  H.  Ramsay  filed  his  bill  of 
complaint  in  the  Court  of  Chancery,  praying  that 
plaintiff  might  be  restrained  by  the  perpetual  injunction, 
and  in  the  meantime  by  the  order  and  injunction,  of  the 
said  Court,  fi*om  stamping  or  marking,  or  causing  or 
allowing  to  be  stamped  of  marked,  any  fire  bricks 
manufactured  by  or  for  him  with  the  name  or  mark 
"  Ramsay ^^  or  with  any  other  name  or  mark  so  contrived 
or  expressed  as  by  colourable  imitation  or  otherwise  to 
represent  the  fire  bricks  manufactured  by  plaintiff  to  be 
the  same  as  the  fire  bricks  manufactured  by  the  said 


XXIV,  VICTORIA.  541 

G.  H.  Ramsay;  and  also  from  selling  or  offering  for  sale,        1861. 

or  procuring  to  be  sold,  or  otherwise  parting  with  or        Dixon 

disposing  of,  any  fire  bricks  heretofore  manufactured  by       Fawcui. 

or  for  plaintiff,  and  stamped  or  marked  with  the  said 

name  or  mark  **  Ramsay y*"  or  with  any  such  other  name 

or  mark  as  aforesaid ;   and  also  that  an  account  might 

be  taken  of  all  fire  bricks  theretofore  manufactured  and 

sold  by  plaintiff  with  the  said  name  or  mark  ^'  Ramsay'^ 

stamped  thereon,  and  of  thegains  and  profits  made  thereby 

by  plaintiff;  and  that  plaintiff  might  be  decreed  to  pay  to 

the  said  G.  H.  iZam^a^  the  amount  ofsuch  gains  and  profits. 

That  thereupon,  and  in  order  to  obtain   a  settlement 

and  compromise  of  the  claim  of  the  said  G»  H.  Ramsay 

against  him  in  the  said  suit,  for  such  gains  and  profits 

as  aforesaid,  and  to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  said  G.  H. 

Ramsay  for  his    costs  and   expenses  in  the  said  suit, 

plaintiff  was  compelled  to  pay  and  did  pay  to  the  said 

G.  H.  Ramsay  a  large  sum  of  money,  to  wit,  1602L ; 

and  was  also  compelled  to  pay,  and  did  pay,  divers  sums 

of  money  for  and  in  payment  and  satisfaction  of  the 

coats  and  charges  of  plaintiff  in  and  about  his  necessary 

defence  in  the  said  suit  in  the  said  Court  of  Chancery, 

amounting  in  the  whole  to  a  large  sum^  to  wit,  501 

The  second  count  was  to  a  similar  effect,  differing 
only  in  averring  that  defendant  knew  that  the  name 
^^  Ramsay^  was  a  mark  used  by  some  person  or  persons, 
other  than  plaintiff  or  defendant,  as  a  trade  mark  for 
fire  bricks  manufactured  and  sold  by  such  other  person 
or  persons. 

Demurrers  to  both  counts.    Joinders  in  demurrer. 

Mamsty^  in  support  of  the  demurrers.     The  declara- 
tion discloses  no  cause  of  action.     The  now  plaintiff 
▼OL.  ni.  2  N  E.  &  K. 
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1861.  having  innocently  counterfeited  RamMo^s  trade  mark, 
Dj^^jjj  was  not  liable  to  be  sued  bj  Ranuay  on  that  account^ 
j^'  either  at  law  or  in  equity.     Fraud  on  the  part  of  the 

defendant  is  the  foundation  of  a  suit  in  equity,  no  less 
than  of  an  action  at  law,  for  imitating  the  trade  mark 
of  another.  Ramsaj^s  bill  in  equity  ought,  therefore^ 
to  have  been  filed  against  the  present  defendant  instead 
of  against  the  now  plaintiff,  his  innocent  agent,  who 
consequently  was  a  mere  volnnteer  in  paying  money 
to  compromise  a  suit  to  which  he  was  not  liable.  Craw^ 
shay  V.  TTiompson(a)^  Sykesv.  Sykes{b)  and  RodgerM  y. 
NowilKc)  shew  that  a  fraudulent  intention  by  the 
defendant  to  imitate  the  plaintiff's  trade  mark  is  of  the 
gist  of  an  action  for  such  imitation.  Again,  the  decla- 
ration does  not  shew  any  damage  naturally  arising  from 
the  defendant's  direction  to  the  now  plaintiff  to  put  the 
name  ^*  Ramsay"  on  the  bricks.  [W^htnum  J.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  natural  consequence  of  the  plaintiS^s 
acting  on  that  direction  was  to  involve  him  in  a  Chan- 
cery suit.  Moreover,  after  notice  from  Ramsay,  the 
plaintiff  could  not  sell  the  bricks  any  longer.  CroaqH 
tan  J.  Whatever  difficulty  there  may  be  in  assessing  the 
amount  of  the  damage,  it  is  clear  that  the  declaration 
sufficiently  discloses  damage  sustained  by  the  plaintiff  in 
consequence  of  the  deception  practised  upon  him  by  the 
defendant.]  The  plaintiff  has  his  remedy  against  the 
defendant,  upon  the  contract,  as  to  all  bricks  roanufius- 
tured  for  him,  Ramsay  s  notice  notwithstanding.  [ZftU 
J.  Are  you  well  founded  in  saying  that  a  Court  of 
equity  will  not  grant  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  use  of 
another  person's  trade  mark,  although  it  be  innocent  ?~ 

(a)  4M,iG,Sb7.  (*)  S  A  #  C.  641. 

(e)  6  C.  B.  109. 
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In  Drewry  an  The  Law  and  Practice  of  Injunctions^        1661. 

Supplement,  Part  il,  c.  iv.,  p.  53,  the  principle  upon        dulou 

which  injunctions  are  granted  to  restrain  the  imitation       fawoual 

of  trade  marks  long  exclusively  used  by  a  particular 

trader,  so  as  to  connect  his  name  or  trading  concern 

with  the  reputation  acquired  in  the  market  by  the  goods 

bearing  the  particular  mark,  is  said  to  be  expressed  by 

Lord  Langdale  M.  R.  in  Perry  v.   TrueJUt  (a) ;  and  a 

passage  from  his  Lordship's  judgment  is  cited,  in  which 

be  says,  *^  I  own  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  a  man  can 

acquire  a  property  merely  in  a  name  or  mark;  but, 

whether  fie  has  or  has  not  a  property  in  the  name  or  the 

mark,  I  have  no  doubt  that  another  has  not  the  right  to 

use  that  name  or  mark  for  the  purposes  of  deception, 

and  in  order  to  attract  to  himself  that  course  of  trade,  or 

that  custom,  which,  without  that  improper  act,  would 

have  flowed  to  the  person  who  first  used,  or  was  alone 

an  the  habit  of  using  the  particular  name  or  mark.*^ 

\HiU  J.     Does   Mr.   Drewry   refer   to  Millington  v. 

Fox  {b\  in  which  Lord  Chancellor  Cottenham  granted 

the  injunction  prayed  for,  and  said :  ^'  It  does  not  appear 

to  me  that  there  was  any  fraudulent  intention  in  the 

use  of  the  marks.     That  circumstance,  however,  does 

not  deprive  the  plaintifis  of  their  right  to  the  exclusive 

use  of  those  names ;  and  therefore*'  '*  the  case  is  so  made 

out  as  to  entitle  the  plaintifis  to  have  the  injunction 

made  perpetuaL^'?]    Yes.    At  p.  55,  Mr.  Drewry  says, 

« It  will  be  observed,  that,"  "  in  Perry  ▼.  TriieJUt  (a)," 

''  Lord  Langdale  took  occasion  pointedly  to  advert  to 

the  doctrine  of  Millington  v.  Fox  (6),  and  to  express  his 

opinion,  that  an  exclusive  right  of  property  cannot  be 

(a)  ^Beav.  66.  7a  (^)  3  Myl^  Cr.  33a  352. 

2  N  2 


544  HILARY  TEBIL 

1861.  acquired  in  a  name  or  mark."  Mr.  Drewry  ihen  cites 
DixoK  as  follows,  from  Lord  LangddU^  judgment  (o)  :  '*  The 
Fiwcus.  case  of  MiUinffton  v.  Fax  (6)  seems  to  have  gone  this 
length,  that  the  deception  need  not  be  intentional, 
and  that  a  man,  though  not  intending  any  injury  to 
another,  shall  not  be  allowed  to  adopt  the  marks  by 
which  the  goods  of  another  are  designated,  if  the  efiect 
of  adopting  them  would  be  to  prejudice  the  trade  of  such 
other  person.  I  am  not  aware  that  any  previous  case 
carried  the  principle  to  that  extent,"  Mr.  Drewry 
adds :  **  The  writer  believes  that  there  b  not  any  case 
since  Perry  v.  Tru^  (c)  and  Day  ▼.  ^Croft  {d), 
carrying  the  principle  so  far  as  it  was  carried  in 
Mllington  v.  Fax  (*)."  [HUl  J.  Although,  in  Perry 
v.  TrueJUt  (c).  Lord  Langdak  refused  the  injunction, 
he  by  no  means  overruled  MiUington  v.  Fax  (6).  IBni- 
marchy  contrft,  here  referred  to  Blqfield  ▼•  Payne  (e).] 
In  Farina  v.  Silverlock  (/)  Lord  Chancellor  CranwarA 
dissolved  an  injunction  which  fVaadV.C.  had  granted  (y) 
against  the  printing  and  sale  by  the  defendant  of  labeb 
similar  to  those  in  use  by  the  plaintiff  to  designate  a 
particular  article  as  made  by  him ;  until  the  plaintiff, 
who  alleged  that  the  labels  were  used  for  a  fraudulent 
purpose,  should  have  established  his  case  by  an  action 
at  law.  [Hill  3.  In  that  case  it  wais  shewn  that,  in 
very  many  instances,  labels  the  same  as  or  similar  to 
those  used  by  the  plaintiff  might  be  sold  for  a  legitimate 
purpose ;  and  there  was  no  proof  of  actual  firaud  by  the 

(a)  6  Beav.  73.  (b)  3  JIfyl,  #  (V.  S38. 

(c)  6  Beav.  66. 

(d)  Sic :  but  should  be  Croft  v.  2%,  7  Beav,  84. 

(«)  4  J?.  ^  Ad,  410.  (f)6DeQ.JI£.fG.  214. 

(g)  IKay^J.  509. 
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defendant     The  Lord  Chancellor,  moreover,  differed        1861. 
from  fVood  V.  C.  rather  as  to  the  facts  than  as  to  the        Dixom 
law.]     The   protection,  in  equity,  of  the  right  to  the       fawods. 
exclusive  use  of  a  trade  mark,  is  of  modem  origin.     In 
Blanchard  v.  Hill  (a)  the  plaintiff  moved  for  an  injunc- 
tion to  restrain  the  defendant  from  using  the  Mogul 
stamp  on  his  cards,  suggesting  the  sole  right  to  be  in 
the  plaintiff,  he  having  appropriated  the  stamp  to  him- 
self, conformably  to  the  charter  granted  to  Tlie  Card 
Makeri  Company  by  King  Charles  the   First.     Lord 
Hardwichey  however,  refused  the   injunction,  and  said 
that  be  knew  no  instance  of  restraining  one  trader  from 
making  use  of  the  same  mark  with  another.     At  the 
present  day,  when  the  jurisdiction  of  equity  is  admitted, 
there  is  no  sufficient  reason  for  saying  that  that  Court 
will  afford  greater  protection  to  the  right  to  the  exclu- 
sive use  of  a  trade  mark  than  can  be  obtained  at  law  ; 
or  that  it  will  hold  an  innocent  counterfeiter  responsible 
for  the  infringement  of  such  a  right     Lastly,  the  costs 
incurred   by   the   now  plaintiff,  in  the   Chancery  suit 
brought  against  him  by  Ramsay^  are  not,  in  any  view  of 
the  case,  recoverable  as  damages  from  the  now  defend- 
ant; Maiden  v.   Fyion  (6),  Broom  v.  Hall  (c),    CoL 
Km  V.  Cave  (rf).      [Crompton  J.  referred  to  Collen  v. 
rVriffhtie).] 

Hindmarchy  contra,  was  not  called  upon. 

(CocKBURN  C.  J.  was  absent ;  and  Wightman  J.  left 
the  Court  before  the  close  of  the  argument) 

(a)  2  Atk.  484.  (4)  11  G-  B,  292. 

(c)  7  a  B.  N,  8.503.  {d)AK^  N.  225. 

(e)  7  E.  j"  B,  301.    Judgment  affinned  in  the  Exchequer  Chamber, 
SS.fB.  647. 
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1801.  Cromfton  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  our  jodgment 

DixoM        ^^^^  ^®  f^^  ^^^  plaintiflF.     Millington  v.  Fox  (a),  a  case 
Fawcus       ^^  ^^  highest  authority,  shews  that  a  Court  of  equity  will 
grant  a  perpetual  injunction  against  the  use,  by  one 
tradesman,  of  the  trade  marks  of  another,  although  such 
marks  have  been  so  used  in  ignorance  of  their  being  any 
person's  property,  and  under  the  belief  that  they  were 
mere  technical  terms:  the  only  doubt  expressed  by  Lord 
Cottenham  was  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintifis  in  that 
case  to  costs.     That  decision,  though  it  has  been  ques- 
tioned in  subsequent  cases,  has  never  been  overruled; 
and  is  binding  in  this  Court     Even  in  Farina  ▼•  Siher^ 
leek  (ft)  Lord  Chancellor  Cranwarth  says,  **  Once  arrive 
at  the  point  that  the  use  of  this  label  is  an  infringement 
of  the  plaintiff's  right,  and  I  quite  i^ree  with  what  the 
Vice  Chancellor  has  laid  down,  for  this  Court  would 
stop  anybody  from  selling  an  article  which  should  enable 
the  perpetration  of  that  fraud,  just  as  it  would  stop  the 
use  of  the  label  itself/'     It  would  seem,  therefore,  that 
the  mere  fact  of  the  sale  by  one  person  of  an  article 
marked  with  the  trade  mark  of  another  is  sufficient  of 
itself,  in  equity,  apart  from  the  intention  of  the  seller,  to 
constitute  fraud,  and  entitle  the  other  to  an  injunction, 
on  proof  (which  was  wanting  in  Farina  v.  Sikerloci  (&)) 
that   the   sale   is  an  infringement  of  the  right  of  the 
other.     Upon  the  remaining  point,  I  am  not  prepared  to 
say  that,  if  the  natural  consequence  of  the  defendant's 
acts  has  been  to  plunge  the  now  plaintiff  into  a  Chancery 
suit,  the  latter  may  not  recover  against  the  former,  as 
damages  in  an  action  at  law,  the  costs  of  that  suit,  what- 
ever the  result  of  it  might  have  been. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.   The  facts  alleged 
(a)  3  JU>^#  Or.  33a  (6)  6  Z)f  G.  AT.  #  0.  21i.  222. 
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in  the  declaratioo,  which  must  be  taken  to  be  true,  are  1861. 
that  the  defendant,  having  employed  the  plaintiff  to  jh^ 
make  bricks  for  him,  knowingly  directed  the  plaintiff  to  fj^^Qjjg 
mark  these  bricks  with  the  trade  mark  of  another  person ; 
that  the  plaintiff,  acting  innocently  and  in  ignorance  of 
the  rights  of  that  person,  complied  with  the  direction ; 
and  that  that  person,  Ramsay^  thereupon  filed  a  bill  in 
Chancery  for  an  injunction  against  the  plaintiff,  who 
compromised  the  suit  at  a  heavy  ez{>ense,  to  recover 
which,  as  damages  from  the  defendant,  he  now  brings 
this  action.  I  am  of  opinion,  upon  these  facts,  that  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover.  Miliington  v.  Fox  (a), 
which^  however  much  it  may  have  been  questioned,  has 
not  been  overruled,  is  a  direct  authority  that  the  plaintiff 
was  liable  to  the  suit  in  equity ;  though  he  had  counter- 
feited Banuatf's  trade  mark  innocently.  Moreover,  the 
<5ase  of  Farina  v.  Silverlock  {b)  appears  rather  to  support 
than  to  contravene  that  decision.  Lord  Chancellor  Crati" 
worth,  in  that  case,  differed  from  Wood  V.  C.  rather  as 
to  the  facts  than  as  to  the  law.  He  says  (c),  ^*  I  appre- 
hend that  the  law  is  perfectly  clear,  that  any  one,  who 
has  adopted  a  particular  mode  of  designating  his  parti- 
cular manufacture,  has  a  right  to  say,  not  that  other 
persons  shall  not  sell  exactly  the  same  article,  better  or 
worse,  or  an  article  looking  exactly  like  it,  but  that  they 
riiall  not  sell  it  in  such  a  way  as  to  steal  (so  to  call  it) 
his  trade  mark,  and  make  purchasers  believe  that  it  is 
the  manufacture  to  which  the  trade  mark  was  originally 
applied.**  *^  What,  however,  appears  to  me  to  be  really 
in  dispute  in  this  case  is,  the  fact,  whether  or  not  it  is 
true  that  there  are  a  great  number  of  persons  who  may 
legitimately   purchase    and  do  ordinarily  legitimately 

(a)  3  Jlfy/.  #  O.  338.  (6)  ^De  G.  M.^  Q.21^ 
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1861*  purchase  tbe  labels  in  question,  because  if  there  are,  I 
DixoK  confess  that  then  I  cannot  concur  in  the  decree  which 
Fawous.  ^^  ^®"  '"^^^  ^y  ^^®  ^*^  Chancellor.  Once  arrive 
at  the  point  that  the  use  of  this  label  is  an  infringe- 
ment of  the  plaintiff's  right,  and  I  quite  agree  with 
what  the  Vice  Chancellor  has  laid  down,  for  this  Court 
would  stop  anybody  from  selling  an  article  which  should 
enable  the  perpetration  of  that  fraud,  just  as  it  would 
stop  the  use  of  tlie  label  itselE**  The  bill  in  that  case 
stated  that  the  defendant  had  printed  and  sold  labels, 
being  either  copies  of  or  only  colourably  differing 
from  those  which  the  plaintiff  had  invented  and  used 
for  the  purpose  of  distinguishing  bis  Eau  de  Cologne 
from  that  of  others ;  that  thereby  great  quantities  of 
spurious  Eau  de  Cologne,  made  to  resemble  the  plain- 
tiff's, had  been  sold  as  the  plaintiff's;  and  that  thereby 
the  plaintiff  had  been  greatly  injured.  There  was  no 
allegation,  however,  that  the  defendant  had  fraudulendy 
sold  the  labels ;  the  observations,  therefore,  of  the  Lord 
Chancellor  must  be  taken  as  an  expression  of  his 
opinion  that  the  defendant,  though  he  had  sold  them 
innocently,  would  have  been  responsible  if  it  had  been 
proved  that  the  sale  was  an  infringement  of  the  plain* 
tiff's  right.  Upon  this  ground,  therefore,  our  judgment 
must  be  for  the  now  plaintiff.  But  I  also  agree  with 
my  Brother  Crompton,  that,  if  the  natural  consequence 
of  the  defendant's  acts  was  (as  it  evidently  was)  to 
plunge  the  plaintiff  into  a  Chancery  suit,  and  thereby 
to  incur  costs  and  expenses,  the  plaintiff  has  a  good 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendant,  to  recover  those 
costs  and  expenses  as  damages,  whatever  the  result  of 
the  suit  in  question  might  have  been. 

Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  (a). 
(a)  See  Bur^ets  w.  HilU,  26Beav,  244.  Bwyesa  t.  Hatefy,  26  Beav,  249. 
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1861. 


Davies,  appellanty  against  The  Right  Honourable  Wednesday, 

January  ^rd, 

Richard,  Baron  Berwick,  respondent. 
/^  ASE  stated  by  justices  of  the  coanty  of  Salopt  under  St^4  o.  4. 


serve  him" 
*'  for  any  time 
or  times  what- 
soever," "and" 
"  having  en- 


^    Stat.  20  &  21    Vict  C.  4,3.  enacts  "That 

if  any  servant 

On  29ih  Auffustf  1860,  an  information  nvas  laid  by  in  husbandry" 
Henry  Burd,  as  agent  for  the  respondent,  charging  that  tract  with  any 
the  appellant,  on  17th  January^  1859,  contracted  with  P®'^^ . 
the  said  Henry  Burd,  as  such  agent,  to  serve  the  respon- 
dent, in  the  capacity  and  employment  of  a  servant  in 
husbandry,  for  the  term  of  one  year  from  1st  February,  tered  into  such 
1859,  and  so  on  from  year  to  year^  subject  to  a  month's  "  be  guilty  of 

-  .  '     ,  .  .  ,       any"  "miscon- 

notice  to  determine  such  service  at  any  time,  at  the  duct  or  mis- 
wages  of  1/.  68.  per  week;    and  that  the   appellant,  theexecutio^" 
having  entered  on  such  service,  and  before  the  term  of  ^^  ma^be^*^ 
his  contract  was  completed,  was,  on  23rd  Attgust  last,  ?oi»jictedly 
guilty  of  misconduct  in  unlawfully  refusing  to  obey  the  sent  to  the 
order  of  the  respondent,  viz.,  to  go  through  the  whole  rection,  with 

hard  labour. 
Appellant 
was  employed 
by  respondent 
under  a  con- 
tract by  the 
terms  of  which 
appellant  was 
to  keep  the  general  accounts  belonging  to  a  farm  of  respondent,  to  wei^h  out  food  for 
cattle,  to  set  the  men  to  work,  to  lend  a  hand  to  anything  if  wanted,  and  m  all  things  to 
cany  out  the  orders  of  respondent.    Appellant  entered  upon  the  emplovment,  and,  in 
the  course  of  it,  was  ordered  by  respondent  to  ^o  through  the  whole  of  the  cattle  stock 
iinder  appellant's  charge  on  the  farm,  and  to  give  particulars  of  all  the  animals  which 
had  died  under  his  care,  and  of  all  bullings  and  calvings  which  had  taken  place.    A{)pel- 
lantf  having  refused  to  obey  this  order,  was  summoned  before,  and  convicted  by,  justices, 
under  the  above  enactment,  for  such  refusal 

On  appeal  against  this  conviction,  held  that  it  was  bad.  First,  because  appellant  was 
not  a  servant  in  husbandry  ;  secondly,  because,  assuming  that  he  was  such  a  servant,  he 
had  not  been  guilty  of  any  misconduct  or  misdemeanour  in  the  execution  of  his  contract 
to  serve  in  that  capacity. 


of  the  cattle  stock  under  his  charge  (on  a  certain  farm 
at  Cronhhill,  in  the  county  of  Salop,  where  the  appel- 
lant was  employed),  so  as  to  enable  one  H'atkins 
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1861.        ^o  identify  and  mark  the  animals ;  and  to  give  also  parti- 
Datiss       culars  of  all  that  had  died  under  his  care,  as  well  as  the 

J^,  bullings  and  calvings,  whether  dead  or  alive. 
Berwick.  On  1st  September^  1860^  the  appellant  appeared  on 
summons  to  answer  the  said  information  before  the 
justices.  By  the  evidence  of  the  said  Henry  Burd, 
who  was  then  examined  as  a  witness  on  behalf  of  the 
respondent,  it  was  proved^  amongst  other  things,  that 
the  terms  of  the  said  contract  were  that  the  appellant 
should  keep  the  general  accounts  belonging  to  the 
farm  at  CronkhiU;  should  weigh  out  food  for  cattle, 
and  set  the  men  to  work ;  should  lend  a  hand  to  any- 
thing if  wanted ;  and,  especially,  should  iu  all  things 
carry  out  the  orders  of  the  respondent.  That,  on  23rd 
August^  I860;  the  said  Henry  Burd  conveyed  an  order 
written  by  the  respondent  and  addressed  to  the  appellant, 
in  the  terms  set  forth  in  the  information ;  that  he  ex- 
plained to  the  appellant  the  nature  of  the  order,  and 
handed  him  the  paper ;  and  that  the  appellant  threw 
back  the  paper,  stating  that  he  would  not  give  the  infoN 
mation  until  something  was  cleared  up,  referring  to  a 
notice,  which  had  appeared  in  the  Shrewsbury  papers, 
that  the  appellant  was  not  authorised  to  receive  moneys 
on  behalf  of  the  respondent.  That  the  appellant  ad- 
mitted that  he  had  the  information  required,  partly  in  a 
book  and  partly  in  his  head.  That  the  appellant  had 
not  any  book  belonging  to  the  respondent,  nor  was  he 
engaged  to  keep  a  herd  book ;  but  that  it  was,  in  witness's 
opinion,  part  of  the  duty  of  a  bailiff  to  do  so. 

The  appellant  was  thereupon  convicted  by  the  jusdces 
under  stat.  4  G.  4.  c.  34.  s.  3,,  and  was  adjudged  to  be 
committed  to  the  House  of  Correction,  with  hard  labour, 
for  twenty-one  days;  and  a  proportionable  part  of  his 
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wages  (if  anj)  during  the  time  he  should  be  so  confined 
was  ordered  to  be  abated. 

The  grounds  of  the  conviction  were,  that  the  appellant 
was  a  servant  in  husbandry,  and  that  the  act  of  disobe- 
dience complained  of  was  a  misconduct  or  misdemeanour 
in  the  execution  of  his  contract,  within  the  meaning  of 
Stat  4  G.  4.  c.  34.  s.  3. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were : 
First,  whether  the  appellant  was  a  servant  in  husbandry, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  said  statute:  Secondly, 
whether  the  act  of  disobedience  complained  of  was  such 
a  misconduct  or  misdemeanour  in  the  execution  of  his 
contract  as  is  contemplated  by  the  said  statute. 


1861. 


Datixs 
Lord 

BXRWIOK. 


Bovilli  for  the  respondent  The  conviction  was  right 
Stat.  4  6r.  4.  c.  34.  s.  3.  enacts  **  That  if  any  servant  in 
husbandry,  or  any  artificer,  calico  printer,  handicrafts- 
man, miner,  collier,  keelman,  pitman,  glassman,  potter, 
labourer  or  other  person  shall  contract  with  any  person 
or  persons  whomsoever,  to  serve  him,  her  or  them  for 
any  time  or  times  whatsoever,  or  in  any  other  manner, 
and"  "having  entered  into  such  service  shalP  "be 
guilty  of  any"  "  misconduct  or  misdemeanour  in  the  exe- 
cution" of  his  contract,  he  shall  be  subject  to  conviction. 
Now,  first,  the  appellant  was  a  servant  in  husbandry, 
within  the  meaning  of  this  enactment.  His  duties  were 
Dot  restricted  to  keeping  the  general  accounts  belonging 
to  the  respondent's  farm,  but  it  was  his  business,  also,  to 
weigh  out  food  for  cattle,  set  the  men  to  work,  attend  to 
anything  if  wanted,  and  in  all  things  carry  out  the 
respondent's  orders.  The  expression  "  servant  in  hus- 
bandry," in  the  statute,  does  not  refer  merely  to  persons 
engaged  in  tilling  and  sowing  land,  or  in  other  manual 
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acts  connected  with  the  productioo  of  crops;  bot  ta- 
cludes  all  ser?ants  employed  upon  a  farm,  who  are,  by 
the  terms  of  their  contract  of  serrice,  bound  to  make 
themselves  useful  in  its  management  In  IMlty  v. 
Ehoin{a)  it  was  not  disputed  that  the  plaintiff,  a 
waggoner,  was  amenable  to  the  jurisdiction  of  justices 
under  the  statute,  as  a  servant  in  husbandry.  The 
statute  has  always  received  a  liberal  interpretation. 
Thus,  in  Ex  parte  Ormrod(b%  WUUams  3.  held  that  a 
person  who  had  contracted  to  serve  a  firm  of  calico 
printers  as  a  designer,  for  a  term  of  years,  was  an  ^  arti- 
ficer** within  the  meaning  of  the  Act.  His  Lordship,  in 
giving  judgment,  said:  *'I  cannot  conceive  that  the 
word  'artificer'  only  applies  to  persons  engaged  in  such 
occupations  as  require  merely  manual  labour.  The 
party  who  makes  this  application  to  the  Court,  himself 
states  that  he  is  a  'pattern  designer,'  a  person  in  fiict 
who  makes  the  drawing  of  the  pattern,  which  is  then 
engraved  on  the  printing  rollers,  and  subsequently  trans- 
ferred in  colours  to  the  fabric  itsel£  He  is,  therefore, 
the  party  who  sets  all  in  motion.  He  contributes  in  the 
most  material  degree  to  this  branch  of  manufacture,  the 
printing  of  calico,  and  may,  therefore,  I  think,  be  pro- 
perly included  under  the  term  *  artificer.'"  In  Bawen  v. 
Lovehin  (c)  this  Court  put  an  equally  wide  construction 
on  the  same  word  ''artificer,"  as  used  in  The  Truck  Act, 
1  &  2  fF.  4.  c  37.;  holding  that  butty  colliers,  who  get 
the  produce  of  a  mine  at  so  much  a  yard,  and  employ 
others  under  them  to  increase  the  quantity,  are  artificers, 
within  the  meaning  of  that  Act,  because  they  must  work 
personally,  and  are  treated  as  workmen.     Secondly,  the 

(a)  11  Q.  B.  742.  {h)  1  Ikml,  fL,S2b.S2». 

{e)  eE.fB.58i. 


XXIV.   VICTORIA-  553 

appellant  was  guilty  of  misconduct  or  misdemeanour  in        J 861. 
the  execution  of  his  contract,  within  the  meaning  of       Dati»b 
Stat.  4  G.  4.  e.  34.  s.  3.,  by  refusing  to  obey  the  order         -^^ 
to  go  through  the  stock  and  give  particulars  of  its  in-      Berwick. 
crease  or  decrease  while  under  his  care.     By  the  terms 
of  his  contract  he  was  to  lend  a  hand  to  anything,  if 
wanted^  on  the  farm,  which  was  a  breeding  farm ;  and 
it  was  most  essential  to  the  respondent's  interests  that 
an  account  should  be  taken  of  the  stock  upon  it,  from 
time  to  time. 

Huddleston^  contra.  First,  the  appellant  was  not  a 
servant  in  husbandry  within  the  statute.  In  Lilhy  v. 
Elwin{a)  the  plaintiff,  though  he  was  engaged  as  a 
waggoner,  during  the  harvest  worked  in  the  harvest 
field  generally ;  and  the  Court  thought  that  it  was  to 
be  taken  as  part  of  his  contract  that  he  should  do  so. 
He  was  clearly,  therefore,  a  servant  in  husbandry,  and 
was  properly  taken  before  a  magistrate  for  refusing  to 
continue  to  work  in  the  harvest  field  during  the  usual 
hours.  But  the  appellant  in  the  present  case  was  not 
engaged  as  a  servant  at  all ;  still  less  as  a  servant  in 
husbandry.  [Cromptan  J.  His  chief  duty  was  to  keep 
the  general  accounts  belonging  to  the  farm.  From  that, 
it  should  seem  that  his  position  was  rather  that  of  a 
steward  than  of  a  servant.]  No  doubt.  All  his  other 
duties  were  ancillary  to  that  of  keeping  the  accounts. 
As  to  the  stipulation  that  he  was  to  lend  a  hand  to  any- 
thing if  wanted,  it  did  not  authorize  the  respondent  to 
exact  from  him  duties  not  ejusdem  generis  with  those  of 
his  employment.  He  was  neither  a  servant  in  husbandry, 
nor  did  he  come  under  any  of  the  other  descriptions  of 
persons  mentioned  in  the  statute  ;  nor  was  he  a  person 
(a)  IIQ,B.  742. 
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ejasdem  generis  with  any  of  them,  and  therefore  he 
was  not  liable  to  conyiction  as  coining  under  the 
description  of  an  ^  other  person  ;"  Kitchen  t.  Shaw  {a\ 
Secondly,  the  order,  for  disobedience  to  which  the 
appellant  was  convicted,  was  one  which  he  was  not 
bound  to  obey.  The  case  finds  that  he  had  no  book 
belonging  to  the  respondent,  and  that  he  was  not 
engaged  to  keep  a  herd  booL    (He  was  then  stopped.) 


(CocKBURM  C.  J.  and  Wightman  J.  were  absent.) 


Crompton  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  conviction 
must  be  quashed.  First,  the  Act  of  Parliament  applies 
only  to  persons  who  are  engaged  to  do  some  kind  of 
manual  labour.  I  do  not  think  that  the  appellant  was 
employed  for  any  such  purpose.  He  appears  to  have 
been  engaged  rather  as  a  sort  of  bailiff  or  superintendent 
on  the  farm,  than  as  a  servant  in  husbandry.  The  fiu:t 
that  it  was  one  of  his  duties  to  weigh  out  food  for  the 
cattle  would  not  make  him  a  servant,  any  more  than 
another  of  his  duties,  namely,  to  set  the  men  to  work, 
would  do  so.  And  although  he  was,  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract,  to  lend  a  helping  hand,  generally,  it  can- 
not be  supposed  that  he  was  to  assist  in  matters  other 
than  such  as  were  connected  with  his  principal  work, 
which  was,  to  keep  the  accounts.  Assuming,  however, 
that  we  held  him  to  be  a  servant  in  husbandry,  it  is 
clear,  secondly,  that  he  did  not  misconduct  himself  in 
anything  connected  with  husbandry  work.  The  convic- 
tion is  bad,  therefore,  on  both  grounds. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion  on  both  points. 

Conviction  quashed. 

{a)  eA.^E,  729. 
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Hie  Queen,  on  the  prosecution  of  The  Church-  J^'"'*^^ 
wardens  and  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the 
Parish  of  Mangotsfield,  in  the  county  of 
Gloucester,  respondents,  against  The  Church- 
wardens and  Overseers  of  the  Poor  of  the 
Parish  of  Tivebton,  in  the  county  of  Devon, 
appellants. 

/^  ASE  stated  by  consent,  and  by  Judge's  order,  under  By  the  prac- 

stat.  12&  13  Vict.  c.  45.  s.  II.,  for  the  opinion  of  leyancongre- 

this  Court,  upon  an  appeal  to  the  Gloucestershire  Quar-  ^^te^membeM 

ter  Sessions  for  Michaelmas,  1860,  against*  an  order  of  ^t^^for^ 

two  justices,  adjudicating  the  settlement  of  Benjamin  gi^n  circuit, 

Holmes  fVorth,  a  pauper  lunatic,  to  be  in  the  parish  of  called  drcuit 

stewards. 
Tiverton,  in  the  county  of  Devon,  and  also  ordering  the  One  of  their 
,        ,  .  1      *.  .  11.      duties  was  to 

payment  by  that  parish  of  certam  moneys  expended  in  take  and  fiir- 

and  about  bis  maintenance,  &c.,  and  of  the  expense  of  for  their 

his  future  maintenance.  SS 

within  the 
circuit  The 
rents  of  such  houses  were  sometimes  paid  by  the  circuit  stewards,  and  sometimes  by  the 
ministers ;  if  by  the  ministers,  the  stewards  repaid  them  the  amount,  together  wiu  the 
amount  of  the  rates  and  taxes  in  respect  of  the  nouses,  which  were  paid  by  the  ministers 
in  the  first  instance.  It  was  the  custom  of  the  congregation  to  appoint  a  minister  to 
officiate  in  a  given  place  for  one  year  certain,  during  whidi  he  coma  not  be  removed ; 
and  no  minister  officiated  for  more  than  three  years  in  the  same  place. 

At  Michaelmas,  1832,  the  circuit  stewards  took  and  furnished  a  house  at  C,  a  place  in 
the  circuit,  for  a  year  certain,  at  the  rent  of  201.,  as  a  residence  for  W,,  who  was  then 
appointed  to  be  minister  at  C.  W.  immediately  took  possession  and  occupied  the  house, 
as  minister,  till  Michaelmas,  1835.  During  the  three  years  of  his  occupation,  W,  paid 
tiie  annual  rent  of  20/.  for  the  house  to  the  landlord :  he  was  also  in  each  of  those  years 
assessed  to  and  paid  the  poor-rates  for  C  Both  rent  and  poor-rates,  however,  were 
repaid  to  him  by  the  circuit  stewards. 

Held,  that  W,  did  not  gain  a  settlement  in  C  by  renting  a  tenement,  or  by  assessment 
to  and  payment  of  rates  and  taxes,  under  stats.  6  G.  4.  c.  67.  «.  2. ;  1  fPi.  4.  e,  18.  «.  1. ; 
and  4  &  6  ^.  4.  c.  76.  «.  66. 
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The  said  pauper  lunatic  was  the  legitimate  son  of 
William  Worthy  a  Weslejan  minister,  and  of  Su$an 
Worth.  The  said  William  Worth  was  bora  in  the  parish 
of  Tiverton^  in  or  about  the  month  of  January ^  1781. 
The  respondents  alleged  that  the  pauper  lunatic  had  no 
other  setdement  than  this  the  birth  settlement  of  his 
father;  while  the  appellants  relied  on  a  subsequent 
settlement  gained  by  the  father  in  the  parish  of  Carii- 
brook,  in  the  Isle  of  Wight.  From  the  year  1832  to  the 
year  1835,  both  inclusive,  the  said  William  Worth  was  a 
Wesleyan  minister,  and  the  practice  of  the  Wesleyan 
congregation,  of  which  he  was  a  minister,  during  that 
period,  was  as  follows.  Certain  members  of  the  congre- 
gation were  appointed  stewards  for  a  circuit  comprised 
within  a  given  distance, and  were  called  circuit  stewards; 
and  one  of  the  duties  of  such  circuit  stewards  was  to 
take  houses  within  their  circuit  as  residences  for  their 
ministers  officiating  within  such  circuit ;  and  to  furnish 
such  houses  with  furniture  fit  and  proper  for  sudi  rea- 
dences.  Sometimes  the  circuit  stewards  paid  the  rents 
of  such  houses,  and  sometimes  the  ministers^  but  in  the 
latter  case  the  amount  of  the  rent  so  paid  by  the  minis- 
ters was  repaid  to  them  by  the  circuit  stewards ;  in  like 
manner  the  amount  of  the  rates  and  taxes  paid  by  the 
minbter  in  respect  of  such  house  was  repaid  to  the 
said  n)inister  by  the  said  circuit  stewards.  In  the  year 
1832,  the  circuit  stewards  of  the  circuit  within  which 
the  parish  of  Carisbrook,  in  the  county  of  Southampton^ 
in  the  hie  of  Wight,  was  situate,  in  conformity  with  the 
aforesaid  practice,  bona  fide  took  and  rented  a  tenement 
situated  in  the  said  parish  of  Carisbrook,  such  tenement 
consisting  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling-hoose  and 
garden,  as  a  residence  for  their  minister  officiating  in 
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that  part  of  the  said  circuit;  and  furnished  the  said  1 861. 
dwelling-house  with  furniture  fit  and  proper  for  such  The  Queen 
residence.  And  the  said  circuit  stewards  bona  fide  took  over^'ere  of 
and  rented  the  said  tenement,  so  situate  in  the  said  parish  TiY«aToii. 
of  Carisbrook,  such  tenement  consisting  of  a  separate 
and  distinct  dwelling-house  and  garden^  for  the  term  of 
one  whole  year  from  29th  September^  1832,  at  and  for  the 
rent  of  20L  a  year,  that  being  also  the  yearly  value  of 
the  said  tenement,  as  a  residence  for  their  minister 
oflBciating  in  that  part  of  the  said  circuit ;  and  on  the 
said  29th  September,  1832,  the  said  tenement  having 
been  so  as  aforesaid  taken  and  rented  by  the  said  stew- 
ards, the  said  William  Worthy  having  been  appointed  to 
officiate  as  such  minister  in  that  part  of  the  said  circuit, 
and  continuing  to  be  such  minister  from  that  time  until 
and  upon  29th  SeptembeVy  1835,  with  the  consent  of  the 
said  circuit  stewards,  as  such  minister,  came  to  reside  in 
and  occupy,  and  as  such  minister  resided  in  and  occu- 
pied, the  said  tenement,  the  said  dwelling-house  being  so 
furnished  as  aforesaid,  under  the  said  yearly  taking  for 
Che  term  of  one  whole  year  (that  is  to  say),  upon  and 
firom  the  said  29th  September,  1832,  until  and  upon  the 
29th  September,  1833,  and  so  on  afterwards  on  the  same 
terms,  firom  the  said  29th  September,  1833,  until  and 
upon  the  29th  September,  1835.  The  said  William 
Worth  actually  paid  the  said  rent  of  202.  for  the  said 
tenement,  to  the  landlord  thereof,  for  each  of  the  said 
years  during  which  he  so  resided  in  and  occupied  the 
said  tenement,  but  the  amount  of  such  rent  was  after- 
wards repaid  to  him  by  the  said  circuit  stewards. 

The  said  William  Worth,  in  and  during  each  of  the 
said  years  in  which  he  so  resided  in  and  occupied  the 
said  tenement,  was  assessed  to  the  poor-rates  for  the 

VOL.  in.  2  o  E.  &  E. 
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1861 .        said  parish  of  CarUbrook  in  respect  of  the  said  tenement, 

The  QineiK     and  ^^^^  such  rates,  and  resided  in  and  occapted  each 

Overseers  of    tenement  for  forty  days  and  upwards,  in  each  of  the 

TivBRTON.     g^j J  years,  after  payment  of  the  said  rates.     The  amonnt 

so  paid  by  him  for  the  said  rates  was  repaid  to  him  by 

the  said  circuit  stewards  in  conformity  with  the  pncdee 

aforesaid.     The  said  WilUam   Worth  was  appcnnted  to 

officiate  as  minister  at  Carishrook,  in  conformity  with 

the    custom   of  the  Wesleyans,    which  custom    is  to 

appoint  their  ministers  to  officiate  in  a  given  place  for 

one  year  certain.    The  appointment  is  absolute.    During 

the  year  a  minister  cannot  be  removed  from  the  pUce 

of  his  appointment.     It  is  also  the  custom  that  no 

minister  shall  officiate  longer  than  three  years  in  any 

one  place. 

The  questions  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  were. 
First,  did  the  pauper  lunatic's  fiither,  WilUam  Worth, 
acquire  a  settlement  in  the  said  parish  of  CarUbrook^  by 
renting  the  said  tenement  under  the  circumstances  set 
forth?  Secondly,  did  he  acquire  a  settlement  in  the 
said  parish  of  Carisbrook^  by  being  assessed  to  and 
paying  the  poor-rates  for  the  said  parish,  under  the 
circumstances  set  forth  ? 

If  the  decision  of  the  Court  should  be  in  the  affirma- 
tive on  either  of  these  questions,  judgment  was  to  be 
entered  for  the  appellants,  that  the  said  order  of  the 
said  justices  be  quashed  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the 
county  of  Gloucester  next  or  next  but  one  after  such 
decision  was  given.  If  the  decision  of  the  Court 
should  be  in  the  negative  on  both  of  these  questions^ 
judgment  in  like  manner  was  to  be  entered  for  the 
respondents,  that  the  said  order  be  affirmed :  with  such 
costs,  in  either  event,  as  this  Court  should  adjudge. 
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Sawyer,  for  the  respondents.     Both  questions  must        1861. 
be  answered  in*  the  negative.     First,  the  pauper  lunatic's   "TheQuEEiT 
fiither  did  not  acquire  a  settlement  in   Carisbroak  by    o^eneteTsoi 
renting  a  tenement.    The  acquisition  of  such  a  settle-     TivMTom. 
ment  is  regulated  by  stats.  6  G.  4.  c.  67.  and  I  fT.  4% 
c.  18.     By  Stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  67.  s.  2.  it  is  enacted, «  That 
no  person  shall  acquire  a  settlement  in    any  parish*' 
^'maintaining  its  own  poor,  by  or  by  reason  of  settling 
upon,  renting  or  paying  parochial  taxes  for  any  tene- 
ment, not  being  his  or  her  own  property,  unless  such 
tenement  shall  consist  of  a  separate  and  distinct  dwelling- 
house  or  building**  '^  bonS  fide  rented  by  such  person, 
in  such  parish,'*  ''at  and  for  the  sum  of  107.  a  year  at 
the  least,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year ;  nor  unless 
such  house  or  building"  f '  shall  be  occupied  under  such 
yearly  hiring,  and  the  rent  for  the  same,  to  the  amount 
of  ten  pounds,  actually  paid,  for  the  term  of  one  whole 
year  at  the  leasU'*     Stat  1  IV.  4.  c.  18.,  which  was 
passed   to   explain   an    ambiguity  in  the  former  Act, 
enacts,  by  sect.  1,  that,  thereafter,  the  settlement  shall 
ftot  be  acquired,  unless  the  house  or  building  ''ahall  be 
actually  occupied  under  such  yearly  hiring''  ^'by  the 
person  hiring  the  same,  for  the  term  of  one  whole  year 
at  the  least,  and  unless  the  rent  for  the  same,  to  the 
amount  of  lOL  at  the  least,  shall  be  paid  by  the  person 
hiring  the  same."     In  the  present  case,  the  pauperis 
father,    though   he    actually   occupied    the   house  in 
Carisbrook,  was  not  the  person  who  hired  it,  it  haying 
been  hired  by  the  circuit  stewards.     The  same  objection 
applies  to   his  payment  of  the  rent;   if,  indeed,  he 
can  be  said  to  have  paid  it,  having  been  repaid  the 
amount  by  the  stewards.     The  relation  of  landlord  and 
2  o  2 
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1861.  tenant  never  existed  between  him  and  the  owner  of  the 
^TheQuEBir  ^ouse.  Secondly,  the  pauper's  father  acqaired  no 
Oyerseers  of  settlement  by  being  assessed  to  and  paying  the  poor 
TiviETOM.  y^jgg  in  Carisbrook.  By  stat.  6  G.  4.  c.  67.  s.  2.  no 
person  is  to  acquire  a  settlement  by  **  paying  parochial 
taxes  for  any  tenement/  unless  the  other  require- 
ments of  the  section  are  also  complied  with.  Stat 
4  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76.  s.  66.,  which  enacts  that 
from  the  time  of  the  passing  of  that  Act  *'  no  settle- 
ment shall  be  acquired  or  completed  by  occupying  a 
tenement,  unless  the  person  occupying  the  same  shall 
have  been  assessed  to  the  poor-rate,  and  shall  have  paid 
the  same,  in  respect  of  such  tenement,  for  one  year,* 
leaves  the  former  law,  as  to  what  is  necessary  to  consti- 
tute an  occupation,  unaltered ;  merely  specifying  the 
poor-rate  as  that  parochial  tax,  assessment  to  and  pay- 
ment of  which  is  to  be  a  sine  qu&  non  to  the  acquisition 
of  the  settlement,  however  complete  in  other  respects. 
(He  was  then  stopped.) 


Kmgdon,  for  the  appellants.  Sufficient  facts  are  stated 
in  the  case  to  enable  the  Court  to  draw  the  conclusion 
that  the  pauperis  father  was  the  tenant  of  the  premises 
at  Carisbrook^  which  he  occupied  for  three  years,  during 
all  which  time  he  paid  the  rent  and  the  poor-rates  for 
them.  He  entered  into  possession  for  the  term  of  one 
whole  year;  for  the  case  finds  that  his  appointment  as 
minister  at  Carisbrook  was  absolute  for  a  year  certain. 
{Crompton  J.  It  is  the  custom  to  appoint  the  minister 
for  a  year;  but  there  was  no  obligation  on  the  circiiit 
stewards  to  keep  Mr.  fForth  in  the  same  house  for  that 
period.] 
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Per  Curiam  (a).    There  must  be  judgment  for  the        1861. 
respondents.     The  pauperis  father  did  not  rent  or  hire     The  Queen 
the  house  at  Carisbrook^     He  was  very  much  in  the    Overseers  of 
position  of  a  servant  to  the  circuit  stewards ;  who  put     Tivebtoh. 
him  into  the  house  taken  by  them,  from  which  thej 
could  have  removed  him  at  their  pleasure. 

Judgment  for  the  respondents. 

(a)  CrompUm  and  HUl  Js. 


The  Queen  against  The  Recorder  of  Leeds.       Tkursday, 

January  24t]L 

QHAfFj  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule,  Overseereof 

/^3  1        a  parish,  on 

calling  on  the  Recorder  of  Leeds  to  shew  cause  why  which  an  order 
-       ,  -  .  ,    .  J         of  removal  of 

a  certiorari  should  not   issue  to  bring  up   an  order,  a  pauper  had 

made  by  him,  for  the  payment  by  the  overseers  of  the  two^l^^gh^ 

township  of  Applethwaite,  in  the  county  of  Weitmore-  '^^^^^^^^"^ 

land,  to  the  overseers  of  the  township  of  Leeds,  in  the  ^pe^against 

borough  of  Leeds,  in  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  the  next 

«cnarter  oes* 
York,  of  the  costs  incurred  by  the  latter  as  respondents  sions  for  the 

in  an  appeal  against  an  order  of  removal  of  a  pauper  which  the 

from   the  said  parish  of  Leeds  to  the  said  parish   of  giti^.  ^e 

ApplethwaUe.  "^^^^^ 

Court  of 
Quarter  Sessions,  which  alone  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  appeal  The  day  before  the 
Borough  Sessions  next  after  the  notice  of  appeal  were  held,  the  appellants  ^ve  notice  to  the 
respondents  that,  finding  that  the  Sessions  tor  the  county  had  no  jurisdiction,  they 
ftbimdoned  the  appeaL  The  appellants  did  not  appear,  and  the  respondents  did,  at  the 
Booroogh  Sessions ;  which  Court,  on  the  application  of  the  responaents,  dismissed  the 
appeal  and  made  an  order  for  the  payment  by  the  appellants  to  the  respondents  of  the 
costs  incurred  by  the  latter  in  the  appeal. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  for  a  certiorari  to  bring  up  this  order,  that  the  order  was 
lightly  made.  That  the  Borough  Sessions  would  have  had  jurisdiction  to  hear  the  appeal, 
if  persisted  in  ;  the  erroneous  statement  in  .the  notice  of  appeal  that  the  appeal  would  be 
made  to  the  County  Sessions  being  merely  surplusage :  and  that,  upon  the  abandonment 
of  the  appeal,  the  Borough  Sessions  had  jurismction  under  stat.  12  &  11^  Vict,  c,  45.  «.  6. 
to  make  the  order. 
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1861.  ^^  following  facts  appeared  from  the  affidavits. 

~The  Qum  The  order  of  removal,  having  been  made  on  27lli 
Eecordep  of  ^^^^%  1860,  by  two  justices  acting  in  and  for  the  boroogh 
Lbbds.  Qf  Leedsf  was  served  on  the  appellants  on  4th  Jutg^ 
1860^  together  with  the  grounds  of  removal.  On  19th 
July,  notice  of  appeal  was  served  on  the  respondents  bj 
the  appellants,  stating  that  they  *^  intended  at  the  next 
general  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace  to  be  holden  in 
and  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  county  of  Yark^  at 
Leeds^  in  the  said  county,  to  appeal  against  the  said 
order.'*  On  27th  August^  a  similar  notice,  accompanied 
with  grounds  of  appeal,  was  also  served.  On  6th  October^ 
the  respondents'  attorney  wrote  to  the  appellants'  attor- 
ney, giving  notice  that,  on  the  hearing  of  the  appeal, 
the  Court  would  be  moved  to  amend  one  of  the  grounds 
of  settlement.  On  8th  Octcher^  the  appellants*  attorney 
wrote  the  following  letter,  which  was  received  by  the 
respondents'  attorney  on  the  9th. 

<'  Sir,  *'Kent  Street,  Kendal,  October  8th,  I86a 

**  The  overseers  of  the  poor  of  Applethwaite,  in 
the  township  of  Windermere,  in  the  county  of  fFestmare" 
land,  have  received  a  notice  that  the  re^x>ndentB  intend 
to  move  the  Court  to  amend  the  fifth  ground  of  settle- 
ment ;  and,  if  the  appeal  proceeds,  the  service  of  such 
notice  will  be  admitted.  It  is  necessary,  however,  that 
I  should  state  to  you  that  the  notice  of  appeal  has  been 
given  to  the  next  General  Quarter  Sessions  of  the  Peace, 
to  be  holden  in  and  for  the  West  Riding  of  the  coanty 
of  York,  at  Leeds,  in  the  said  county;  since  the  service 
of  which  notice  it  has  occurred  to  me  that,  Leeds  having 
a  separate  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  as  a  borough,  the 
appeal  ought  to  have  been  tried  there,  and  cannot,  with- 
out your  consent,  be  tried  at  the  Quarter  Sessions  for  the 
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county.  I  have  therefore  to  ask  you  if  you  will  consent 
to  waive  this  objection,  and  permit  the  appeal  to  be  tried 
pursuant  to  the  notice  of  appeal  which  we  have  given. 
If  not,  the  Sessions  for  the  county  having  no  jurisdiction, 
you  will  consider  this  a  notice  that  the  appeal  is  aban- 
doned. In  case  the  appeal  proceeds,  I  shall,  qf  course, 
admit  the  service  of  the  order  and  grounds  of  removal, 
you  admitting  the  service  of  notice  and  grounds  of 
appeal ;  and  I  am  prepared  also  to  abandon  some  of  the 
fprounds  of  appeal  stated.  An  immediate  answer  will 
oblige  *'  Yours  obediently, 

*' Richard  misan.'' 
«*  Ol  Naylor,  Esq.,  Solicitor,  Leeds."" 

To  which  the  respondents'  attorney  replied  as  follows: 
'*  Sir,  «  Leeds,  October  9th,  1860. 

^*  I  cannot  advise  my  clients  to  consent  to  this  appeal 
being  tried  by  the  Court  of  Quaiter  Sessions  for  the 
West  Riding  of  the  county  of  York,  I  shall,  therefore, 
on  behalf  of  the  respondents,  accept  your  letter  of  yes- 
terday, received  this  morning,  as  a  notice  of  abandon- 
ment of  your  appeal,  as  requested  by  you.     Yours,  &c. 

«  Charles  Naylor.'' 

The  Leeds  Borough  Sessions  were  held  on  10th 
October,  and,  the  appellants  not  appearing,  the  respond- 
ents moved  by  counsel  that  the  appeal  be  dismissed 
with  costs.  Thereupon  the  Recorder  made  the  order  in 
question,  which,  after  reciting  the  order  of  removal  and 
the  notice  of  appeal  in  the  terms  above  set  out ;  that 
the  appellants  had  subsequently  abandoned  the  appeal ; 
and  that  satisfactory  proof  of  the  above  had  been  ad- 
duced at  the  General  Quarter  Sessions  holden  at  Leeds, 
in  and  for  the  said  borough  (being  the  Court  of  General 
Quarter  Sessions  to  which  the  appeal,  if  it  had  been 


1861. 

The  Queen 
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1861.  proceeded  with,  ought  to  have  been  brought,  and  which 
TheQuBEH  Court  alone  had  jurisdiction  over  the  same) ;  proceeded 
Kecorder  of    ^^  o'der  the  costs  in  law  incurred  by  the  respondents  in 

Lksbs.  the  said  appeal,  to  be  paid  to  them  by  the  appellant& 
Notice  was  sent  on  10th  October  by  the  respondents, 
and  received  by  the  attorney  of  the  appellants  on  the 
11th,  that  the  appeal  had  been  dismissed  with  costs, 
and  that  the  taxation  would  take  place  on  Friday  the 
12th.  The  trial  of  appeals  had  been  postponed  by  the 
Recorder  to  that  day,  but  no  application  was  made  during 
the  Sessions  on  behalf  of  the  appellants. 

The  Quarter  Sessions  for  the  West  Riding  were  held 
at  Leeds  on  15th  October.  It  was  sworn  by  the  appel- 
lants* attorney  that  they  never  had  any  intention  to  try 
at  the  Borough  Sessions ;  and  by  the  respondents' 
attorney,  that  they  were  prepared  to  have  tried  at  the 
Borough  Sessions,  knowing  that  those  Sessions  alone 
had  jurisdiction. 

J.  B.  Maule  now  shewed  cause.  The  Recorder  had  juris- 
diction to  make  the  onler.  Notwithstanding  that  the  ap- 
pellants gave  notice  of  appeal  to  the  County  Sessions  they 
could  have  compelled  the  Recorder  to  hear  it;  the  only 
proper  tribunal  being  the  Borough  Sessions,  and  the  erro- 
neous statement  in  the  notice,  that  the  appeal  would  be 
made  to  the  County  Sessions,  being  merely  surplusage^ 
not  invalidating  the  notice ;  Regina  v.  Recorder  of  Lher" 
pool{a\  Regina  v.  Justices  of  Buckinghamshire  (6).  The 
respondents,  therefore,  were  bound  to  act  upon  the 
notice  of  appeal  by  preparing  to  meet  the  appellants 
before  the  Recorder.     And  the  Recorder,  upon  proof  of 

(a)  15  Q.  B.  1070.  (6)  4  JEL  #  A  250^  npte. 
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ihe  notice  of  appeal,  and  upon  the  non-appearance  of       1861. 

the  appellants  to  prosecute  the  appeal,  was  authorized  to    The  Quekk 

make  the  order  for  the  payment  of  costs  by  the  appel-    j^e^^jj^gj.  ^f 

lants  to  the  respondents,  by  stat.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  45.        ^"^ 

8.  6.,  which  enacts,  ^'That  any  Court  of  General  or 

Qaarter  Sessions  of  the  peace,  upon  proof  of  notice  of 

any  appeal  to  the  same  Court  having  been  given  to  the 

party  or  parties  entitled  to  receive  the  same,  though 

such  appeal  was  not  afterwards  prosecuted  or  entered, 

may,  if  it  so  think  fit,  at  the  same  Sessions  for  which 

such  notice  was  given,  order  to  the  party  or  parties 

receiving  the  same  such  costs  and  charges  as  by  the  said 

Court  shall  be  thought  reasonable  and  just  to  be  paid 

by  the  party  or  parties  giving  such  notice.*'     That 

enactment  confers  upon  all  Courts  of  Quarter  Sessions 

the  same  power,  in  this  respect,  which  was  given  by 

sUt.  8  &  9  fF.  3.C.  30.  s.  3.  to  Courts  of  Quarter  Ses- 

uons  for  counties  or  ridings. 

Shaw,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  Recorder  had  not 
jurisdiction  to  make  the  order,  under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict 
e.  46.  M.  6. ;  notice  of  appeal  to  his  Court  not  having 
been  given,  but  to  the  County  Quarter  Sessions.  The 
appellants  not  only  did  not  give  notice  of  appeal  to  the 
Borough  Sessions,  but  they  never  had  any  intention  to 
try  the  appeal  there.  \_Crompton  J.  How  can  the  in- 
tention in  the  mind  of  the  parties  giving  the  notice 
have  any  effect  upon  the  validity  or  invalidity  of  the 
notice  itself?]  In  Regina  v.  Justices  of  Salop  (a)  it  was 
held  that  a  notice  of  appeal  to  Borough  Sessions  could 
not  be  treated  as  a  notice  of  appeal  to  the  County 

(a)  ^E.^B,  257. 
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1861.  Sessions,  in  a  case  where  the  appeal  lay  to  the  latter 
TheQimnc  ^"'^^  *^'^^  ^^®  appellants  had  acted  on  the  notice  by 
RAcord  f  appearing  at  the  Borough  Sessions  and  endeavouring  to 
LsKDa.  have  the  appeal  heard  there.  And  the  Court  distin- 
guished Regina  ▼.  Recorder  of  Liverpool  (a)  on  the 
ground  that  the  appellants,  there,  had  not  acted  on 
their  erroneous  notice.  In  the  present  case,  the  appel- 
lants, throughout,  acted  on  their  notice  as  a  notice  of 
appeal  to  the  County  Sessions;  the  only  difference 
between  their  proceedings  and  those  of  the  appellants 
in  Regina  v.  Justices  of  Sahg  (&)  being,  that  they  did 
not  go  so  far  as  to  run  up  unnecessary  costs  by  attending 
at  the  County  Sessions,  but  abandoned  the  appeal  the 
day  before  those  Sessions.  [£K//  J.  That  is  a  material 
distinction  between  the  two  cases.  In  Regina  ▼•  Justices 
of  Salop  (b)  the  notice  of  appeal  had  performed  its  office, 
when  the  appellants  appeared  at  the  Sessions  for  which 
it  was  given ;  but  the  present  appellants  did  not  thus 
act  upon  the  notice  which  they  had  given.]  The  res- 
pondents ought  to  have  applied  to  the  County  Sesnons 
for  their  costs :  according  to  the  dictum  of  JErk  J.  in 
Regina  v.  Justices  of  Salop  {e),  who  there  says,  *'The 
Borough  Sessions^  (the  wrong  Sessions  to  try  the  appeal, 
but  the  Sessions  notice  of  appeal  to  which  had  been 
given)  <*  had  so  far  jurisdiction  in  consequence  of  the 
mistaken  notice,  that  they  might  have  given  the 
respondents  costs.^ 

(CocKBURN  C.  J.  and  Wightman  J.  were  absent.) 

Crompton  J.     I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must 

(a)  16  Q.  B.  1070.  (*)  4  £  #  B.  257. 

(0  4£#i&.262. 


Lbem. 
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be  discharged  After  the  decision  in  Regina  v.  Recorder  1861. 
of  Liverpool  {a\  the  respondents,  on  the  receipt  of  the  The  Quesr 
notice  of  appeal,  were  entitled  to  suppose  that,  notwith-  Becoider  of 
standing  the  mistake  in  it,  they  would  be  called  before 
the  right  tribunal,  namely,  the  LeecU  Borough  Sessions. 
The  Recorder  of  Leeds  had  jurisdiction  over  the  appeal, 
and  it  is  clear  that,  upon  the  abandonment  of  the  appeal, 
he  had  jurisdiction  to  make  an  order,  giving  the 
respondents  their  costs.  I  cannot  see  how  we  can  say 
that  the  Recorder  was  wrong,  unless  we  overrule  Regina 
V.  Recorder  of  Liverpool  {JjC).  No  doubt,  if  Mr.  WtUoiCs 
letter  to  Mr.  Naglor,  of  8th  October,  1860,  had  been 
written  earlier,  it  would  have  prevented  the  respondents 
from  incurring  costs  in  preparing  to  resbt  the  appeal : 
but  the  delay  does  not  prevent  the  costs  so  incurred,  up 
to  the  time  of  the  receipt  of  the  letter,  from  being  costs 
to  which  the  respondents  were  entitled.  Inasmuch, 
however,  as  that  letter  ought  to  have  been  written  more 
promptly,  I  think  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged 
without  costs. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  We  could  not 
make  this  rule  absolute,  unless  we  held  that  the  Recorder 
had  no  jurisdiction  over  the  appeal ;  to  do  which  would 
be  to  overrule  Regina  v.  Recorder  of  Liverpool  (a).  The 
appellants  gave  a  notice  of  appeal  which  they  might 
have  acted  upon  as  a  good  notice  of  appeal  to  the  Leeds 
Borough  Sessions ;  and  the  notice  of  abandonment  of 
the  appeal  gave  the  Recorder  jurisdiction  to  give  the 
respondents  their  costs.  I  think,  however,  that  the  rule 
should  be  discharged,  without  costs,  on  two  grounds: 

(a)  15  C.  B.  1070. 
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1861. 


The  QuUH 

V. 

Beooider  of 

LUDS. 


firsts  because  the  conduct  of  the  respondents*  attorney 
was  disingenuous :  secondly,  because  the  affidavit  which 
he  has  filed,  on  shewing  cause,  is  very  improperly 
prepared,  contains  mere  repetitions  of  what  bad  already 
been  sworn  to,  and  must  have  been  so  framed  with  a 
view,  not  to  informing  the  Court,  but  to  increasing  the 
costs. 

Rule  discharged,  without  costs. 


Friday, 
January  25th 


DuTTON  against  Powles. 


[Reported,  in  the  Queen's  Bench,  and  in  the  Exchequer 
Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  2  B.  tf  S.  174.] 


^^^^k».    The    Queen,  on  the     prosecution    of    Henbt 

January  2mi.  ^  '  ^ 

Burton,  respondent,  against  Isaac  Aulton, 
appellant. 


/^N  an  appeal  to  the  Worcestershire  Quarter  Sessions 
by  Isaac  Aulton^  against  a  conviction  of  him  by  two 
justices  under  Stat.  5  &  6 IV.  4.  c.  63.,  the  Sessions  affirmed 
the  conviction,  subject  to  the  opinion  of  this  Court  on 
the  following  case. 


Earthenware 
jugs  or  drink- 
ing cupSy  or- 
dinarily used 
as  imperial 
measures  hj 
a  publican  in 
his  business, 
are,  although 
not  stamped 

as  measures,  and  exempted  b^  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  63.  s.  21.  from  bein^  so  stamped, 
neyertheless  '*  measures"  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  28  of  that  Act,  which  empowen 
any  authorized  inspector  of  weights  and  measures  to  enter  any  shop  or  place  within  his 
jurisdiction,  in  which  goods  are  exposed  and  kept  for  sale,  and  tnere  to  examine  ill 
measures,  and  to  compare  and  try  them  with  the  copies  of  the  imperial  standard  measures 
reouired  by  the  Act  to  be  provided :  and  renders  measures,  found  on  such  examination 
to  be  uiyust,  Uable  to  be  seized  and  forfeited ;  and  the  person  in  whose  poesession  they 
are  found  to  be  oonyicted  in  a  penalty. 
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The  appellant,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  seizure        1861. 
hereinafter  mentioned,  was    a   licensed  victualler  and    TheQuBwr 
retailer  of  beer  in  Dtudley^  in  the  county  of  Worceiter,      j^,,^ioH 
and  sold  beer  to  customers  out  of  the  house,  and  to  cu»« 
tomers  to  drink  in  the  house,  the  beer  in  the  latter  case 
being  supplied  sometimes  outside  the  bar,   sometimes 
within  the  bar,  and  sometimes  in  the  parlour. 

The  respondent,  Henry  Burton^  is  the  inspector  of 
weights  and  measures  for  the  district  of  Dudley.  On 
23rd  August,  1859,  he  entered  the  appellant's  house  for 
the  purpose  of  examining  the  appellant's  measures.  He 
there  found  the  appellant's  wife,  and  told  her  that  he 
was  come  to  inspect  her  measures.  She  thereupon  pro- 
duced a  number  of  measures,  which  he  examined  and 
found  to  be  correct  On  a  shelf  in  the  bar,  on  the  left- 
hand  side,  apart  from  those  measures,  were  nine  earthen- 
ware cups.  The  inspector  said  to  appellant's  wife  *^  1 
must  try  those  also."  She  said,  *^  They  are  cups,  and 
we  only  use  them  for  the  parlour ;  you'll  not  find  them 
measure.''  The  inspector,  however,  insisted  upon  trying 
them,  and  the  cups  were  handed  to  him.  He  tested 
them  with  a  measure,  found  by  the  Sessions  to  be  a  copy 
of  the  imperial  pint  measure,  and  found  them  to  contain 
three  quarters  of  a  quartern  less  than  the  said  measure. 
These  cups  were  without  stamp  or  mark.  The  same 
price  was  charged  for  the  beer  sold  in  them  as  in  the 
stamped  pint  measures,  but  some  of  the  witnesses  stated 
that  when  beer  was  supplied  to  them  in  those  cups  they 
did  not  suppose,  that  they  were  receiving  a  full  pint; 
whilst  other  witnesses  said  that  when  they  were  served 
with  beer  in  those  cups  they  meant  to  have  and  thought 
they  were  getting  a  pint  of  beer,  for  which  they  paid 
the  usual  full  price.     The  inspector  seized  the  said  cups 
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1861.       ^  being  anjast  measares,  and  caased  an  informadon  to 
The  QvmwM    ^  ^^^  against  the  appellant  to  recover  the  penalties 
alleged  to  have  become  payable  by  reason  of  bis  having 
unjust  measures  in  his  possession* 

The  case  came  on  for  hearing  before  the  jostioes  on 
6th  September  then  following,  when  the  appellant  was 
convicted  and  adjudged  to  pay  the  penal^  of  9j;  and 
costs.  The  conviction  purported  to  be  '^for  that  the 
said  Isaac  Aulton^  on  23rd  Auputf  1859»  at  the  parish 
of  Dudley,  in  the  county  of  Warcater,  unlawfully  had 
in  his  possession,  in  a  certain  shop  there,  being  the 
shop  of  the  said  haac  AuUon,  wherein  goods  were  then 
kept  for  sale  by  measure,  nine  measures,  purporting 
respectively  to  be  pint  measures;  all  which  said  measures, 
so  purporting  respectively  to  be  pint  measures,  were, 
upon  examination  thereof  duly  made  on  the  day  and 
year  aforesaid,  according  to  the  statute  in  that  behalf,  in 
the  said  shop,  by  Henry  Burton^  an  inspector  of  weights 
and  measures  duly  appointed  in  that  behalf  for  the  dis- 
trict wherein  the  said  shop  is  situate,  and  having  juris- 
diction in  the  premises,  and  being  duly  authorized  in 
writing  for  that  purpose,  under  the  hand  oP  a  justice  of 
the  peace  for  Worcestershire,  '*  found  to  be  unjust, 
contrary  to  stat  5  &  6  W.\.e.  63.''  The  conviction 
concluded,  **  And  we  do  adjudge  that  the  said  Isaac 
Aulton  has  forfeited  for  his  said  ofience  the  sum  of  9<." 

At  the  Quarter  Sessions  it  was  contended  for  the  ap- 
pellant, on  grounds  of  appeal  which  raised  the  objections. 
First  That  the  conviction  was  bad  for  not  stating  an 
adjudication  as  to  the  costs,  and  mode  of  enforcing  pay- 
ment thereof. 

Secondly.  That  unstamped  earthenware  jugs,  or 
drinking    cups^  ordinarily  used  as   measures,  are  not 
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*' measures'*  within  the  meaning  of  the  28th  section  of       1861. 
Stat  5  &6  fF.4.c.  63.  The  Qubu 

The  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions  overruled  these  objec-      ^  J^^^ 
lions,  and  found  that  the  cups  in  question  had  been 
ordinarily  used  by  the  appellant  as  pint  measures,  but 
not  otherwise  represented  to  be  pint  measures. 

If  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  should  be  of  opinion 
that  either  objection  ought  to  prevail,  the  conviction  was 
to  be  quashed :  otherwise  the  judgment  of  the  Sessions 
was  to  be  affirmed,  with  such  further  costs  as  the  Court 
might  direct. 

fFebby,  for  the  respondent,  in  support  of  the  con- 
viction. (A  D.  Keane,  contril,  abandoned  the  first 
ground  of  appeal.)  The  earthenware  cups  in  question 
were  **  measures''  within  the  meaning  of  stat  5  &  6  fF.4t. 
c.  63.  B.  28.,  under  which  the  appellant  was  convicted. 
Sect.  6  of  that  Act  abolishes  all  local  or  customary  mea- 
sures, and  subjects  to  a  penalty  every  person  who  shall 
sell  by  any  denomination  of  measures  other  than  one  of 
the  imperial  measures,  or  some  multiple  or  aliquot  part 
thereof:  with  a  proviso  'Uhat  nothing"  therein  *'con. 
tained  shall  prevent  the  sale,  of  articles  in  any  vessel, 
where  such  vessel  is  not  represented  as  containing  any 
amount  of  imperial  measure,  or  of  any  fixed,  local,  or 
customary  measure  heretofore  in  use."  Sect.  12  enacts 
that  all  measures  of  capacity  which  shall  be  made 
after  the  passing  of  the  Act  shall  have  their  contents 
denominated,  stamped,  or  marked  on  the  outside,  in 
legible  figures  and  letters.  Sect  21  exempts  from  being 
stamped  *'  any  glass  or  earthenware  jug  or  drinking  cup, 
though  represented  as  containing  the  amount  of  any 
imperial  measure,  or  of  any  multiple  thereof."    Then 
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1861.  sect.  28  empowers  any  authorized  inspector  of  weights 
The  QuBEv  and  measures  **  to  enter  any  shop,  store,  warehouse, 
AuLTon.  ^^^^^  yard,  or  place  whatsoever  within  his  jurisdiction, 
wherein  goods  shall  be  exposed  or  kept  for  sale,*  *'and 
there  to  examine  all  weights,  measures,"  &&,  **  and  to 
compare  and  try  the  same  with  the  copies  of  the  imperial 
standard  weights  and  measures  required  or  anthorixed 
to  be  provided  under^  the  *'  Act;  and  if  upon  such 
examination  it  shall  appear  that  the  said  weights  or 
measures  are  light  or  otherwise  unjust,  the  same  shall 
be  liable  to  be  seized  and  forfeited ;  and  the  person  or 
persons  in  whose  possession  the  same  shall  be  found 
shall,  on  conviction,  forfeit  a  sum  not  exceeding '5/." 
In  the  present  case,  the  Sessions  have  found  as  a  fact 
that  the  cups  in  question  had  been  ordinarily  used  by 
the  appellant  as  pint  measures.  Although,  therefore^ 
they  were  made  of  earthenware,  and  as  such  did  not, 
by  reason  of  sect.  21,  require  to  be  stamped,  their  ordi- 
nary use,  as  pint  measures,  by  the  appellant,  amounted 
to  a  representation,  within  the  meaning  of  sect.  6,  that 
they  contained  imperial  pints ;  or,  in  other  words^  that 
they  were  <<  measures**  within  the  meaning  of  sect  28. 
Washington  v.  Young  (a),  is  directly  in  point  to  shew 
that  the  ordinary  use  of  earthenware  vessels  as  measures 
constitutes  them  measures  subject  to  the  operation  of 
the  Act    (He  was  then  stopped.) 

2>.  D.  Keane^  contra.  The  conviction  states  that  the 
appellant  was  convicted  for  unlawfully  having  in  his 
possession,  in  his  shop,  **  nine  measures,  purporting 
respectively  to  be  pint  measures,"  but  not  being  such. 

(a)  5  Exch.  403. 
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But  inasmuch  as  the  cups,  being  earthenware,  were,  in  1861. 
accordance  with  sect  21  of  the  Act,  left  unstamped.  The  QxnmT 
they  could  not  purpoH  to  be  measures,  and  a  conviction  aultof. 
of  the  appellant  under  sect.  28  was  wrong.  Proceed- 
ings should  have  been  taken  against  him  for  the  use  of 
earthen  vessels  untruly  represented  to  contain  imperial 
pints,  and  thus  not  within  the  protection  of  the  proviso 
in  sect  6.  [^Crompton  J.  Washington  v.  Young  (a) 
appears  to  be  directly  in  point  against  you;  and,  as 
being  the  decision  of  a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction, 
is  binding  upon  us.]  The  Court  will  scarcely  follow 
that  decision  if  it  does  not  cpncur  in  it,  in  a  case  where, 
as  in  the  present,  there  is  no  appeal.  Either  that 
decision  was  erroneous,  or  it  is  distinguishable  from 
the  present  case.  Sect.  28  of  the  Act  applies  to  such 
measures  only  as  bear  a  denomination  of  their  capacity 
upon  the  face  of  them,  and  so  purport  to  be  measures. 

(CocKBURN  C.  J.  was  absent,  and  Wightman  J.  left 
the  Court  before  the  conclusion  of  the  argument) 

CaoifPTON  J.  We  should  be  bound  by  Washington 
▼•  Young  (a)  even  if  we  did  not  agree  with  it :  I,  how- 
ever, entirely  concur  with  the  Court  of  Exchequer  in 
that  decbion* 

Hill  J.  We  are  clearly  bound  by  Washington  v. 
Young  (a),  which  moreover  is,  in  my  opinion,  good  law. 
If  an  earthenware  vessel,  although  not  stamped  as  a 
measure,  is  ordinarily  used  as  containing    a  certain 

(a)  5  Exch.  403. 
VOL.  in.  2  P  E.  &  B. 
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1861.        definite  amount  of  imperial  measure,  and  is  found  by 

TheQuEEM     the  inspector  to   be  unjust,  as  not    containing   that 

AuLTOH.      amount,  it  is  liable  to  be  seized  and  forfeited,  and  the 

person  using  it  is  liable  to  a  penalty,  under  sect.  28  of 

the  Act  of  Parliament. 

Conviction  aflSrmed,  with  costs. 


^'^^icth  '^^^  Overseers  of  East  Dean,  appellants,  against 
John  Eybbett,  respondent. 

c!ts^4.^'  C^'ASE  stated,  under  stat  20  &  21  Vki.  c.  43-,  by 

i;*^^^,  justices  in  Petty  Sessions  for  the  Newnham  division 

"the present  of  the  countv  of  Gloucester. 

as  subseqaent 

"  oTerseers,  The  respondent  was  summoned  by  the  appellants,  the 

them/'  by  overseers  of  the  township  of  East  Dean,  in  the  said 

two  justices,  county,   for  non-payment   of  two  poor-rates  for  that 

uJ!^d^e  township,  made  on  1st  January^  1868,  and  16th  June, 

bT<Kr*^d  1S58>  respectively. 

sale  of  the  The  overseers  who  made  the  said  rates  continued  in 

Offfender's 

goods.    Stat  office  until  25th  March,  1859,  at  which  time  other  per- 

«.  11.' enacts  '  SOUS  were  appointed,  who  remained  in  office  until  25th 

tJj'^noL^  March,  1860,  when  the  appellants  were  appointed 

'      ef^to  ^^^  respondent  appeared  in  accordance  with  the  sum- 


or  m 


egU 
the 


pay  the  otot-    mous,  and  the  justices,  upon  the  hearing,  decided  that 

seers  Dy  woom 

a  poor-rate  is 

made,  any  stun  at  which  he  is  legally  rated,  "  the  sueceeding  overseers"  may  levy  audi 

arrears,  and  out  of  the  money  so  levied  reimburse  their  predecessors  all  suns  of  money 

expended  by  them  for  the  use  of  the  poor. 

Held,  that  the  latter  statute  does  not  restrict  the  power  conferred  by  the  former  to 
overseers  immediately  succeeding  those  by  whom  a  poor-rate  is  made,  but  that  any 
overseers,  subsequent  to  those  making  the  rate,  are  still  entitled  to  procure  a  distress 
warrant  from  justices  to  enforce  payment  (^  arrears  of  the  rate  by  defiaulters. 
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the  appellants  could  not  recover  the  said  rates,  because        1861. 
they  were  of  opinion  that  a  poor  rate  cannot  be  re*    overseen  of 
covered  except  bj  those  who  made  it,  or  by  those  who    ^^^    *^" 
may  be  the  overseers  in  the  year  next  after  that  in  which 
it  was  made. 

The  question  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court  was, 
Whether,  upon  the  facts  stated  in  the  case,  the  justices 
ought  to  have  made  an  order  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  rates  by  the  respondent,  and  to  have  granted  a 
warrant  of  distress. 


Bopwoody  for  the  appellants,  in  support  of  the  com- 
plaint The  justices  came  to  a  wrong  decision.  Stat. 
17  (r.  2.  c.  38.  8.  11.  enacts,  <<That  in  case  any  person 
or  persons  shall  refuse  or  neglect  to  pay  to  such  overseers 
i|8  aforesaid,^'  that  is,  the  overseers  who  make  the  rate, 
''  any  sum  or  sums  of  money  that  he,  she,  or  they  shall 
be  legally  rated  or  assessed  to,  it  shall  and  may  be  law- 
ful to  and  for  the  succeeding  overseers,  and  they  are 
hereby  required  to  levy  such  arrears,  and  out  of  the 
money  so  levied  to  reimburse  their  predecessors  all  sums 
of  money  which  they  have  expended  for  the  use  of  the 
poor.**  The  justices  appear  to  have  decided  the  case 
with  reference  solely  to  this  enactment,  and  to  have  in- 
terpreted the  words  "the  succeeding  overseers"  as 
equivalent  to  <Uhe  overseers  immediately  succeeding." 
Whether  or  not,  however,  that  is  the  proper  construction, 
the  original  statute  under  which  poor-rates  were  first 
imposed,  43  Eliz.  c.  2.,  is  still  in  full  force,  and  by 
sect.  4  enacts  "  that  it  shall  be  lawful,  as  well  for  the 
present  as  subsequent  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or 
any  of   them,  by  warrant  from  any  two"  << justices," 

2  p  2 
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1861.  "to  levy**  "all  arrearages,  of  every  one  that  shall  re- 
Overseers  of  ^^^  ^^  contribute  according  as  they  shall  be  assessed,  by 
distress  and  sale  of  the  offender's  goods.''  That  enact- 
ment evidently  applies  to  any  subsequent  overseers,  not 
to  those,  only,  who  immediately  succeed  the  overseers 
making  the  rate ;  whatever  may  be  the  proper  construc- 
tion of  Stat  17  G.  2.C.  38.  s.  11.,  in  which  "succeeding^ 
is  used  instead  of  "  subsequent."  Had  the  Legislature, 
by  the  Act  of  George  2,  intended  to  restrict  the  power 
conferred  by  the  statute  of  Elizabeth  to  the  immediately 
succeeding  overseers,  they  would  have  done  so  by  express 
words ;  as  may  be  inferred  fix>m  the  language  of  stat. 
11  &  12  Vici.  c.  91.  s.  1.,  which  enacU  "That  if  the 
overseers  of  the  poor  in  any  parish  shall  lawfully,  by 
virtue  of  their  office,  contract  any  debt  on  account  of  the 
parish  within  three  months  prior  to  the  termination  of 
their  year  of  office,  and  the  same  shall  not  have  been 
discharged  by  them'  before  their  year  of  office  shall  have 
determined,  such  debt  shall  be  payable  by  and  recoverable 
from  their  immediate  successors  in  office,  and  chai^able 
upon  the  poor-rate  of  the  said  parish,  in  like  manner 
as  the  same  would  have  been  payable  and  chargeable 
by  such  first  mentioned  overseers  during  their  year  of 
office."     (He  was  then  stopped). 


(No  one  appeared  for  the  respondent) 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  justices 
ought  to  have  issued  their  warrant  of  distress  to  enforce 
these  rates.  But  for  the  language  of  stat  17  G.  2. 
e,  38.  s.  11.,  no  doubt  could  have  arisen  on  the.  subject 
Under  stat  43  JSliz.  c.  2.  s.  4.,  if  a  person  rated  to  the 
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poor-rate  does  not  pay  his  quota  to  the  overseers  who  1861 
make  the  rate,  he  can  be  compelled  by  any  subsequent  Oveneers  of 
overseers  to  pay.  And  stat  \7  G.  2.  c.  38.  s.  U.  was 
not  intended  to  abrogate  the  rights  of  any  subsequent 
overseers  ;  but,  rather,  to  relieve  from  liability  outgoing 
overseers  who  had  not  collected  all  the  rates  accrued  due 
during  their  year  of  o£Sce :  enabling,  as  it  does,  the  suc- 
ceeding overseers  to  do  it  for  them,  and  reimburse  them 
out  of  the  amount  levied.  Both  common  sense  and 
justice  require  that  a  man  should  not  be  allowed,  by 
delaying  payment  of  a  rate  lawfully  imposed  upon  him, 
to  evade  payment  altogether.  I  am  clearly  of  opinion 
that  the  appellants,  being  "  subsequent  overseers,'*  ate 
entitled,  under  the  statute  of  Elizabeth^  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  arrears  of  poor-rate,  though  such  rate  was  not 
made  by  their  immediate  predecessors.  The  case  must 
go  back  to  the  justices  with  that  expression  of  our 
•  opinion.  Probably,  at  the  hearing  of  the  complaint, 
Stat.  17  G.  2.  c.  38.,  only,  was  brought  to  their  notice. 


(WioHTMAN  J.  was  absent.) 

Cbompton  and  Hill  Js.  concurred. 

Case  remitted  to  the  justices. 
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Monday^ 
January  21st. 
Thunday^ 
January  24th. 
Saturday^ 
January  26th. 

The  exami. 
nation  of 
defendant,  a 
bankrupt, 
commenced 
on  6th  Novem- 
ber t  and  was 
adjourned  to 
3ra  December, 
1860.     On 
2Dth  November 
the  bank- 
ruptcy Com- 
missioner, at 

?f  o!!Sitor  5"  custodj,  he  surrendered. 

of  defendant, 
who  had 
proTed 
Lis  debt,  is- 
sued a  certifi- 
cate, under 
The  Bankrupt 
Law  Consoh- 
dation  Act, 
1849,  12  ^  13 
Vict,  f ,  106. 
*.  257.,  Sche- 


Bateman  against  Frbston  (a). 

f^RAY  moved,  on  behalf  of  the  defendant,  for  a 
rule  calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the 
defendant  should  not  be  discharged  from  the  custody  of 
the  keeper  of  the  Queen's  prison,  as  to  the  ca.  sa. 
issued  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff. 

It  appeared  that  the  defendant  FresUm  was  adjudicated 
a  bankrupt  by  the  Bristol  District  Court  on  17th  Sep^ 
tember^  I860,  on  which  day,  not  being  then  in  prison  or 

On  2nd  October,  the  first 
meeting  was  held,  and  assignees  were  chosen.  At  the 
second  meeting,  on  6th  November,  the  examination  of  the 
bankrupt  was  commenced,  and  adjourned  to  3rd  December.  * 
On  29th  November,  the  Commissioner  issued  a  certi- 
ficate under  The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act, 
1849,  12  &  13  Vict.  e.  106.  s.  257.,  Schedule  B  a., 
dide Ba^wWi-  withdrawing  protection  from  the  bankrupt,  at  the  instance 

drawing  pro- 
tection from 

defendant.  0.  sued  out  of  the  Court  of  Ezcheouer  a  ca.  sa.  upon  this  certificata,  under 
which  the  sheriff  arrested  defendant  on  1st  December.  In  January,  1861,  defendant 
bein^  still  in  cuMody  under  that  ca.  sa.,  the  Commissioner  granted  plaintiff,  also  a 
creditor,  a  similar  certificate,  under  which  a  ca.  sa.,  sued  out  of  this  Courts  waa  in  the 
same  month  lodged  with  the  sheriff,  as  a  detainer  against  defendant. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  calling  on  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  defendant  should  not 
be  discharged  fh>m  custody  as  to  this  last  ca.  sa.,  that  defendant  was  legally  detained  in 
custody  under  it  That,  assuming  that  stat  12  &  13  Vict,  c,  106.  s,  112.  giTes  a  bank- 
rupt an  absolute  statutory  protection  from  airest  till  the  day  fixed  for  his  &al  exkmina- 
tion,  so  that  the  originid  arrest  of  defendant  was  ille^  the  detainer  lodged  by  plaintiff 
was  nevertheless  good,  not  haying  been  lodged  untd  after  defendant's  priyilege  from 
arrest  had  ceased.  That  the  principle  applicable  to  such  cases  is,  that  whenerer  an 
arrest  by  a  detaining  party  would  have  been  good,  a  detainer  by  him,  being  equivalent 
to  an  arrest,  will  be  cood  also,  unless  it  appears  that  the  first  arrest  was  a  wrongful  act 
of  the  sheriff  himself  or  that  there  was  some  collusion  between  the  detainins  party  and 
the  creditor  making  the  arrest,  or  between  the  detaining  party  and  the  sheriff 

{n)  See  note  (a)  at  the  end  of  this  case,  post,  p.  588. 
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of  one  James  Finer  Ockfard,  a  creditor  who  had  proved        1861. 
bis  debt ;  and  the  bankrupt  was  arrested  by  the  sheriff     bxtkuah 
of  Middlesex,  on  1st  December,  under  a  ca.  sa.  issued      femton 
out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer  at  the  suit  of  Ockford.  On 
AOi  December,  another  ca.  sa.  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff, 
which  had  issued  out  of  the  same  Court  on  the  same  day, 
at  the  suit  of  another  creditor,  Joseph  Chapman,  upon 
another  certificate  of  the  Commissioner,  given  on  3rd  27e- 
cember,  after  the  termination  of  the  adjourned  meeting. 
On  16th  January,  1861,  another  ca.  sa.  was  lodged  with 
the  sheriff  against  Freston  (who  was  still  in  custody), 
issued  firom  this  Court  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  also  a 
creditor,  on  another  certificate  of  the   Commissioner, 
granted  a  day  or  two  previously. 

Gray  (having  previously  applied  to  Martin  B.  at 
Chambers,  who  referred  him  to  the  Court,)  had  obtained 
a  rule  in  the  Court  of  Exchequer,  on  the  first  day  of 
this  Term,  to  set  aside  the  ca.  sa.  issued  at  the  suit 
of  Oekford,  and  to  discharge  Freston  from  the  custody 
of  (he  keeper  of  the  Queen's  prison,  on  the  ground 
that  the  certificate  and  ca.  sa.  were  granted  and  issued, 
and  the  arrest  took  place,  when  he  was  a  bankrupt 
having  privilege  firom  arrest  under  The  Bankrupt  Law 
Consolidation  Act,  1849  ;  and  also  a  rule  to  discharge 
him,  as  to  the  ca.  sa.  at  the  suit  of  Chapman,  on  the 
ground  that  it  was  lodged  against  him,  and  he  was 
detained  under  it,  while  in  such  ill^al  custody :  and  that 
Court,  on  18th  January,  made  both  rules  absolute  (a). 

Gray,  for  his  rule  (i).  As  the  Court  of  Exchequer  have 
already  decided  in  the  similar  case  of  the  ca.  sa.  issued 

(a)  Oclcfwd  V.  Frtt<m,  6  H.  ^  N.  466. 

(b)  Monday^  January  21st»  Thursday,  January  24th. 
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1861.  out  of  that  Court  at  the  suit  of  Chapman^  the  bankrupt  is 
BATXMAir  '  entitled  to  his  discbaige.  The  bankrupt's  original  arrest, 
Fbutov.  ^^  Ockford^B  ca.  sa.,  was  illegal,  that  writ  having  been 
founded  on  the  certificate  granted  by  the  Conimi8sion& 
on  29th  November,  and  having  been  executed  on  1st 
December,  both  which  days  preceded  the  day  (3rd 
December)  fixed  for  the  bankrupt's  final  examination. 
The  Bankrupt  Law  Consolidation  Act,  1849,  12  &  13 
Vict.  e.  106.  s.  112.,  enacts,  <<  That  if  the  bankrupt  be 
not  in  prison  or  custody  at  the  date  of  the  adjudication, 
he  shall  be  free  from  arrest  or  imprisonment  by  any 
creditor  in  coming  to  surrender,  and  after  such  surrender 
during  the  time  by  this  Act  limited  for  such  surrender, 
and  for  such  further  time  as  shall  be  allowed  bim  for 
finishing  his  examination,  and  for  such  time  after  finish- 
ing his  examination  until  his  certificate  be  allowed  as 
the  Court  shall  fix>m  time  to  time  by  indorsement  upon 
the  summons  of  such  bankrupt  think  fit  to  appoint." 
This  amounts  to  an  absolute  statutory  protection  of  the 
bankrupt  against  arrest  until  the  expiration  of  the  time 
allowed  him  for  finishing  his  examination^  which  time, 
in  the  present  case,  did  not  expire  till  3rd  December. 
Ex  parte  Leigh  (a),  decided  on  the  similar  enactment 
then  in  force,  6  G.  4.  c.  16.  $.  117.,  shews  that  the  pro- 
tection is  conferred  by  the  statute  itself,  and  not  by  the 
Commissioner's  endorsement  on  the  summons.  The 
Commissioner,  therefore,  had  no  power,  on  29th  Novem- 
ber, to  grant  a  certificate  for  Freetan's  arrest  Sect.  257, 
under  which  that  certificate  was  granted,  enacts  ^  That" 
"  every  creditor  of  any  bankrupt,  iounediately  after  the 
proof  of  hb  .debt  shall  have  been  admitted,  shall  be 

(a)  16^^^.264. 


T. 

Ebxbtov. 
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deemed  a  judgment  creditor  of  sach  bankrupt  to  the  186U 
extent  of  such  proof;  and  the  Court,  when  it  shall  have  batmmam" 
refused  to  grant  the  bankrupt  any  further  protection,  or 
shall  have  refused  or  suspended  his  certificate,  shall,  on 
the  application  of  <*  any  such  creditor,  grant  a  certi- 
ficate under  the  seal  of  the  Court,  in  the  form  contuned 
in  Schedule  B  a.  to  this  Act  annexed,  and  every  such 
certificate  shall  have  the  effect  of  a  judgment  entered 
up  in  one  of  Her  Majesty's  superior  Courts  of  com- 
mon law  at  Weitmintter  until  the  allowance  of  the 
certificate  of  conformity  of  such  bankrupt ;  and  the" 
**  creditor  to  whom,  according  to  such  certificate^ 
the  bankrupt  dudl  be  indebted  as  therein  mentioned, 
dudl  be  thereupon  entitled  to  issue  and  enforce  a  writ 
of  execution  against  the  body  of  such  bankrupt.*! 
This  section  must  be  read  with  reference  to  sect.  112 ; 
and,  when  so  read,  clearly  does  not  empower  the 
Commissioner  to  grant  ti  certificate  until  after  the  time 
during  which  the  bankrupt  is  absolutely  protected  by 
sect  112.  The  certificate  of  29th  November  was  there* 
fore  void,  and  the  bankrupt's  arrest  under  the  ca.  sa. 
founded  upon  it  illegal.  Indeed,  that  arrest  was  illegal, 
by  reason  of  the  bankrupt  being  then  privileged  by  the 
statute  firom  arrest,  whether  the  Commissioner's  certifi- 
cate in  question  was  a  nullity  or  not.  And,  the  original 
arrest  being  illegal,  it  follows  that  all  subsequent  de- 
tainers of  the  bankrupt,  lodged  with  the  sheriff  while 
the  bankrupt  was  thus  illegally  in  custody,  were  illegal 
also^  there  being  nothing  to  found  a  valid  detainer  upon ; 
Barratt  v.  I^rice  (a).  Barrack  v.  Newton  (J),  Hooper  v. 
Lane  (c).     [Hill  J.     The  privilege  firom  arrest  of  a 

(a)  9  Bing.  56(5.  [b)  1  Q.  B.  626. 

(c)  6  &  L,  Ca.  4i3. 
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1861.  witness  or  suitor  in  a  case  may  render  hiTalid  sobse-* 
Batbmah  quent  detainers  of  bim,  if  he  is  arrested ;  but  there  is 
Fmtom.  possiblj  a  distinction  between  the  position  of  a  person 
privileged  on  such  a  ground  and  that  of  a  person  whose 
privilege  expires  at  a  given  fixed  time.  Here,  the  bank- 
rupt's protection  had  expired  before  the  detuner  was 
lodged  under  which  he  is  now  held  in  custody.]  A 
bankrupt  illegally  arrested  is  in  all  cases  entitled  to  his 
discharge ;  Ex  parte  Hawkins  {a\  Ex  parte  King  {h)^ 
Ex  parte  Donlevy  (c),  Sidgier  v.  Bireh  (d),  Ogl£s 
Case  {e\  Ex  parte  Ross  (/).  [Crompton  J.  Is  there 
any  authority  which  shews  that  a  party,  illegally  arrested 
while  privileged  from  arrest,  cannot  legally  be  detained 
in  that  arrest  under  a  detainer  lodged  after  the  privilege 
has  ceased?]  In  Spenee  v.  t^uart  (p)  it  was  held 
that  a  witness,  arrested  while  his  privilege  redeundo 
from  giving  evidence  before  an  arbitrator  continued^ 
could  not  be  kept  in  custody  under  a  detainer  after- 
wards lodged  against  him.-  [Hill  J.  If  your  aiigument 
is  correct,  a  bankrupt  who  is  once  illegally  arrested 
may,  by  lying  in  prison  till  all  the  subsequent  detainees 
which  he  has  reason  to  apprehend  are  lodged,  and  then 
claiming  his  dischaige,  evade  them  all.]  If  the  original 
arrest  is  illegal,  so  are  all  subsequent  detainers.  In 
ArchboWs  Bankruptcy  Practice^  p.  374  (ed.  11,  by 
Flather\  it  is  laid  down,  generally,  that  ''where  a 
bankrupt  is  entitled  to  his  discharge  upon  an  arrest,  he 
will  be  discharged  also  from  all  detainers  lodged  against 
him  after  it  took  place:''  ''and  the  discharge  must  be 

(a)  4  Ves.  691.  (b)  7  Fes.  312L 

(o)  7  Vet.  317.  (rf)  9  Va.  6a 

W  1  Ves.  656.  (/)  11  Base.  260. 

iff)  3  East.  89. 
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unconditional.'*  The  law  is  similarly  stated  in  ChUhfU  1861. 
ArckboUTs  Practice^  vol.  1,  p.  742  (ed.  10),  and  in  batixar 
Montagu  and  AyrUnCt  Bankruptcy  Practice,  vol.  I9  j^wtoh. 
p.  442.  In  all  such  cases,  whether  or  not  the  sheriff  is 
liable  to  an  action  for  making  the  first  arrest,  the  in- 
validity of  that  arrest  avoids  all  subsequent  detainers 
against  the  party  arrested,  at  whatever  time  they  may 
be  lodged  with  the  sheriff.  The  judgment  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  in  favour  of  the  present  defendant,  in  the 
case  of  ChapmarCs  ca.  sa.,  which  is  on  all  fours  with 
that  now  before  the  Court,  is  conclusive  in  the  de- 
fendant's favour.  With  the  exception  of  Martin  B. 
(who,  however,  did  not  dissent,)  none  of  the  Judges 
in  the  other  Court  expressed  any  doubt  as  to  the  de- 
fendant's right  to  be  discharged.  [fVigktman  J.  re« 
ferred  to  Ex  parte  Cogg  (a),  and  Hill  J.  to  EggvagUnfe 
Case  ( J>] 

•/I  D.  Coleridge  (c)  shewed  cause  in  the  first  instance. 
First,  the  original  arrest  of  the  defendant  was  legal. 
The  true  construction  of  stat  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106. 
f.  112.  is,  not  that  it  absolutely  protects  a  bankrupt  fix>m 
arrest  until  his  first  examination  is  ov^r,  but  that  it 
confers  a  protection  conditional  upon  its  not  being 
withdrawn  by  the  Commissioner  before  that  time.^  The 
decisions  on  the  construction  of  the  repealed  statutes, 
cited  on  the  other  side,  do  not  affect  the  question.  The 
language  of  those  statutes  was  different.  Stat.  5  G.  2* 
c.  30.  «.  5.  conferred  upon  bankrupts  fi^edom  from 
arrest,  for  and  during  the  forty-two  days  next  after 
written  notice  of  the  issuing  of  the  commission  of  bank- 

(«)  6  R  P.  a  461.  (h)  2E.^B.  717. 

(e)  Tkursdoff,  January  24tli. 
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1861.  ruptcy,  and  for  such  further  Ume  as  should  be  allowed 
Batbmah  them  for  finishiug  their  examinations.  Stat.  6  G.  4. 
Femtov.  ^*  ^^*  '*  ^17-  ^^  ^^  ^^®  B^^™®  effect;  and  sect.  118 
enacted,  that  it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Commissionen^ 
at  any  time  appointed  for  the  last  examination  of  the 
bankrupt,  or  any  enlargement  or  adjournment  thereof 
to  adjourn  such  examination  sine  die ;  and  that  the 
bankrupt  should  be  free  from  arrest  or  imprisonment  for 
such  further  time,  not  exceeding  three  calendar  months^ 
as  the  Commissioners  should  by  indorsement  upon  the 
summons  appoint  These  statutes,  therefore,  gave  the 
bankrupt  absolute  protection  for  forty-two  days,  and  left 
the  Commissioners  no  discretion^  during  that  period,  to 
withdraw  it.  But  stat.  12  &  13  Viet.  c.  106.  $.  112. 
enacts  that  the  protection  shall  be  ^  for  such"  **  time  as 
shall  be  allowed"  the  bankrupt  *^  for  finishing  his  exa- 
mination, and  for  such  time  after  finishing  his  examinar 
tion  until  his  certificate  be  allowed  as  the  Court  shall 
from  time  to  time  by  indorsement  upon  the  summons 
of  such  bankrupt  think  fit  to  appoint''  The  enactment 
that  the  indorsement  may  be  made  from  ^  time  to  time" 
is  new,  and  points  to  any  time,  and  therefore  to  a  time 
preceding,  as  well  as  following,  the  passing  of  hb  final 
examination  by  the  bankrupt. 

The  case  was  then  adjourned. 

J.  D.  Coleridge  was  now  about  to  proceed  with  his 
argument,  when  he  was  stopped  by  Wiohtiian  J.,  who 
delivered  the  judgment  of  the  Court  (a)  as  follows. 

In  this  case,  the  day  fixed  by  adjournment  for  the 
last  examination  of  the  bankrupt  was  the  3rd  oiDeoeofher* 

{a)  Wigkiman,  Cnmpton  and  HiU  Js. 


Fbbston. 


XXIV.  VICTOBIA.  585 

On  the  29th  of  November^  the  Commissioner  had  granted  1861. 
a  certiBcate,  nnder  the  257th  section  of  stat  12  &  13  Batkmah 
Viet,  c.  106.,  to  a  creditor,  which,  if  valid,  would  have 
the  effect  of  a  judgment,  and  under  which  a  ca.  sa.  was 
issued  out  of  the  Court  of  Exchequer ;  and  the  bankrupt 
was  arrested  under  it  on  the  Ist  of  December^  two  days 
before  the  day  fixed  for  his  last  examination.  The  Court 
of  Exchequer  held  that  the  certificate  of  the  Commis- 
sioner was  invalid,  and  set  aside  the  capias,  and  dis- 
charged the  bankrupt  from  the  arrest  under  it ;  and  they 
also  discharged  the  bankrupt,  as  against  another  creditor, 
who  had,  whilst  the  bankrupt  was  in  custody  under  the 
invalid  certificate  and  capias,  but  after  the  adjourned 
meeting  of  the  3rd  of  December^  obtained  a  valid  cer- 
tificate firom  the  Commissioner,  and  had  lodged  a 
detainer  against  him  upon  a  capias  issued  upon  that 
valid  certificate.  The  Court  of  Exchequer  discharged 
him  firom  that  detainer,  on  the  ground  that,  as  the 
original  arrest  was  illegal,  all  subsequent  detainers,  until 
he  was  discharged  from  custody  under  the  first,  were 
illegal  also.  The  bankrupt  was  also  detained  in  custody 
under  a  capias  issued  out  of  this  Court  by  another 
creditor,  who  had,  after  the  3rd  of  December^  obtained  a 
certificate  from  the  Commissioner;  and  the  question 
before  us  is,  whether  the  bankrupt  is  entitled  to  his 
discharge  fi-om  that  detainer. 

In  support  of  the  banknipt's  claim  to  be  discharged, 
it  was  said  that,  until  the  3rd  of  December*  the  day  fixed 
for  his  final  examination,  the  II 2th  section  of  stat. 
12  &  13  Ftct.  c.  106.  gave  him  an  absolute  statutory 
protection  firom  arrest,  and  that,  having  been  arrested 
by  a  creditor  before  that  day,  he  was  entitled  to  his 
discharge,  not  only  firom  that  arrest,  but  fix)m  all  de- 
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1861.  tamers  lodged  against  him  while  he  was  in  custody 
Batkmax  under  that  illegal  arrest.  In  support  of  this  proposition 
Fanroir.  Several  cases  were  cited,  in  which  it  had  been  held  that, 
if  the  original  arrest  is  illegalt  subsequent  detainers 
lodged  whilst  the  prisoner  is  in  custody  under  the  illegal 
arrest  are  inoperative,  and  the  prisoner  is  entitled  to  be 
discharged  from  them;  and  it  was  said  that  this  was 
more  especially  the  case  where  the  discharge  from  the 
original  arrest  was  by  reason  of  some  personal  privilege 
of  the  defendant :  as  in  the  case  of  a  witness  arrested 
on  his  way  to  or  from  the  Court  where  he  is  to  be  a 
witness,  or  of  a  bankrupt  who  by  the  Bankruptcy  Act 
is  declared  to  be  free  from  arrest  or  imjHrisonment  during 
the  time  or  further  time  allowed  him  for  finishing'  his 
examination.  It  is  not  necessary  to  examine  each  of 
the  cases  cited  in  detail,  9ome  of  them  in  the  time  of 
Lord  Eldan ;  for  in  several  of  them  it  does  not  appear 
clearly,  fit>m  the  facts  stated,  whether  the  detainers  were 
not  lodged  during  the  existence  of  the  privilege  or 
protection,  in  which  case  they  would  be  subject  to  the 
same  objection  as  the  first  arrest.  This,  indeed,  appears 
to  have  been  the  ground  on  which  the  case  of  Spenet 
V.  Stuart  (a)  was  decided,  and  is  consistent  with  the 
explanation  of  that  case  as  given  by  the  Court  in  the 
subsequent  case  of  Barclay  v.  Faber  (i).  But,  however 
this  may  be,  the  subsequent  case  of  Barrattv.  iVtce(cX 
recognised  as  it  is  in  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  YewenM  (d) 
as  laying  down  the  proper  rule  in  such  cases,  and  as 
good  law  by  the  House  of  Lords  in  the  case  of  Hooper 
V.  Lane  (e),  may  be  considered  as  having  settied  the 

(a)  3  East.  89.  (h)  2  B.  f  Aid.  74a 

(e)  9  Bing.  566.  WbM.fW.  149. 

(«)  6  JSr./;.  01.443. 
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principle  on  which  the  Courts  should  act  upon  such  1861. 
questions  as  that  now  before  us.  That  principle  appears  Batemah 
to  be  this :  that  whenever  an  arrest  by  a  detaining  party  febitoii. 
would  have  been  good,  a  detainer  by  him,  being  equiva- 
lent to  an  arrest,  will  be  good  also,  unless  it  appears  that 
the  first  arrest  was  a  wrongful  act  of  the  sheriff  himself, 
or  that  there  was  some  collusion  between  him  and  the 
creditor  making  the  arrest,  or  between  him  and  the 
sheriff;  and  this  seems  consistent  with  reason  and  jus- 
tice, as  it  would  be  a  great  hardship  upon  an  innocent 
party  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  wrongful  acts  of  other 
persons.  The  case  o{  Hooper  v.  Lane  (a)  was  decided 
upon  the  ground  that  the  sheriff  himself  was  a  wrong 
doer  in  making  the  first  arrest,  or  that  the  detaining 
creditor  acted  in  collusion  with  the  sheriff  or  the  arrest- 
ing creditor;  and  it  is  clear  that,  as  against  the  detaining 
creditor,  the  protection  given  by  the  statute  would  not 
have  applied,  had  the  bankrupt  been  arrested  by  him. 

It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  whether  the  certificate 
of  the  Commissioner  of  the  29th  November  was  or  was 
not  invalid  (though  we  are  disposed  to  agree  with  the 
Court  of  Exchequer  upon  this  point),  for  in  either  case 
the  statutory  protection  from  arrest  until  the  3rd  of 
December  "^ovMi  have  applied;  but  when  that  day  was 
past,  and  no  protection  granted  by  the  Court  of  Bank- 
ruptcy, there  was  nothing  to  prevent  a  creditor,  who 
had  proved  his  debt,  from  obtaining  the  Commissioner's 
certificate,  and  issuing  a  ca.  sa.  and  arresting  the  bank- 
rupt under  it. 

We  are  told  that  the  Court  of  Exchequer  can  hardly 
be  said  to  have  come  to  an  unanimous  judgment,  as 

(a)  6  H,  L.  Co,  443. 


Batsmah 

Fbbstov. 
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1861.  Martin  B.  is  said  to  have  expressed  opinions  very  much 
at  variance  with  those  of  the  rest  of  the  Court;  but 
however  this  may  be,  and  entertaining  as  we  do  the 
highest  respect  for  that  Court  and  its  mem^bers,  we 
cannot  agree  with  them  in  the  opinion  they  have  formed 
upon  this  case;  and,  for  the  reasons  we  have  given,  we 
think  that  the  rule  should  be  discharged. 

Rule  dischaiged  (a). 

(a)  A  writ  of  haboAS  corpnB  was  sabeequentlj  obtained,  on  behalf  of 
Freston,  from  the  Court  of  Chancery,  and  on  the  return  of  that  writ 
the  Ml  Court  of  Appeal  in  Chancery  held  that  he  was  entitled  to  hif 
diflchaige.    ExparU  FresUm,  &OL.J.N.  S.  Ck  460. 


Wednesdajif, 

November2Si}i, 

1860. 

jo^Lr^dist,   TuBNiDGE,  appellant,  against  Shaw,  respondent. 

Stat  30  0  2  (^  ASE  stated  by  justices  of  Essex,  under  stat  20  &  21 
i'ihl  '  f"^' '''  43. 

for  the  better 
preserration 

of  the  fishery  of  the  river  7%ameSt  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor  of  LotuUm,  m 
conservator  of  the  river,  it  shall  be  lawftil  "  for  the  deputy  of  the  said  major  for  the 
time  being,  as  conservator  as  aforesaid,  commonly  called  the  water  bailiff,  and  hia 
assistant  or  assistants,'*  appointed  by  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  mayor; 
to  enter  the  boat  of  any  fisnerman  or  other  person  fishing  on  the  TXames,  and  seise  all 
brood  of  fish  found  there.  Sect  6  imposes  a  penalty  of  10^.  on  any  person  "  who  shall 
obstruct  or  hinder  the  said  water  bailiff*'  or  "  his  assistants,"  **  in  the  execution  of  any 
of  the  powers  vested  in  them  by  this  Act ;"  and  sect.  11  gives  a  convicted  person  a 
right  of  appeal  to  the  next  Court  of  Conservancy. 

The  TTumes  Conservancy  Act,  1857,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.,  creates  a  new  oorpontioii, 
called  **The  conservators  of  the  rivor  Thames"  and,  by  sect.  52,  transfers  to  them  ** all 
the  powers,  authorities,  rights  and  privileges,"  which  misht  be  exercised  by  the  mayor 
of  London^**  **  by  prescription,  usage,  charter,  or  Act  of  Parliament^  or  otherwise,  wiUi 
regard  or  relation  to  the  conservancy  and  the  preservation  and  regulation  of  the  river 
2%aine8^'*  save  only  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  modified  by,  or  be  inconsistent  with,  the 
provisions  of  that  Act  Sect.  76  imposes  a  penalty,  not  exceeding  5/.,  on  any  person 
who  "  shall  resist  or  make  forcible  opposition  against  any  person  employed  in  the  due 
execution  of  this  Act" 

Held  that  under  the  latter  Act,  although  it  does  not  apparently  have  the  fishery  of 
the  Thames  in  contemplation,  the  conservators  of  the  Thames  are  empowered  to  appoint, 
under  their  hands  and  seals,  assistant  river-keepers,  with  express  auUiori^  to  ent^ 
fishing  boats  and  seize  brood  of  fish,  in  pursuance  of  stat  90  G.  2.  c,  21.  s.  5. ;  and  that 
a  person  obstructing  such  an  assistant  river-keeper  in  so  doing,  is  not  liable  to  the 
penalty  imposed  by  sect.  6  of  that  statute ;  but  is  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by  stat 
20  &  21  Vict,  c,  cxlvii.  «.  76. 
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An  information  was  preferred  by  Tliomas  Thtmidffe,        1861. 
of  Leiffh,  in  the  said  county,  assistant  river-keeper  (the     xubhiogb 
appellant),  by  direction  of  the  conservators  of  the  river       ^^yf, 
Thames,   against    Thomas   Shaw,  of  Leigh    aforesaid, 
fiflberman  (the  respondent),  whereby  the  said  Thomas 
Shaw  was  charged  for  that  he  did,  on  11th  January, 
1860,  at  the  parish  of  Leigh  in  the  said  county,  obstruct 
and  hinder  the  said  Thomas  Tumidge  in  the  execution 
of  the  powers  vested  in  him  by  the  statute  in  such  case 
made  and  provided,  as  an  oflScer  of  the  Thames  con* 
servators,  duly  appointed  pursuant   to   such  statute; 
whereby  and  by  force  of  the  said  statute  the  said  Thomas 
Shaw  had  forfeited  the  sum  of  102. 

At  die  hearing  by  the  justices  in  Petty  Sessions  at 
Bochford,  in  the  said  county  of  JSssex,  the  justices  dis- 
missed the  information. 

By  Stat.  30  G.  2.  c.  21.  s.  6.  it  is  enacted  that,  "  For 
the  better  preservation  of  the"  "fishery  of  the"  ** river 
of  Thames,  and  waters  of  Medway,  within  the  juris- 
diction"  of  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  London,  as  con- 
servator of  the  river  of  Thames  and  waters  of  Medway 
(sect.  I),  **  and  for  preventing,  as  much  as  may  be,  any 
abases  from  being  committed  therein,  it  shall  and  may 
be  lawful  for  the  deputy  of  the  said  mayor  for  the  time 
beings  as  conservator  as  aforesaid,  commonly  called  the 
water  bailiff,  and  his  assistant  and  assistants,  such 
anstant  and  assistants  having  been  named  and  appointed 
to  be  his  assistant  and  assistants,  by  warrant  under  the 
hand  and  seal  of  the  mayor  of  the  said  city  for  the  time 
being,  and  likewise  for  all  and  every  other  person  or 
perscms  who  shall  for  that  purpose  be  specially  authorized 
by  any  warrant  or  warrants  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
the  said  miqror,  from  time  to  time,  and  at  all  times,  to 

Vol.  iu.  2^  q  b.  &  & 
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1861.        enter  into  any  boat,  yesael  or  craft  of  any  fisherman  or 
TuBNiDGB     drudgerroan,  or  other  person  or  persons  fishing  or  taking 

Shaw.  ^^^y  ^^  endeavouring  to  take  fish,  upon  the  said  river  of 
Thames^  or  upon  the  said  waters  of  Medway^  within  the 
jurisdiction  aforesaid,  and  there  search  for,  take  and 
seize  all  spawn,  fry,  brood  of  fish,**  &c.,  '*  as  shall  then 
be  in  any  such  boat  or  boats,  vessel  or  craft,  in  or  upon 
the  said  river  or  waters ;  and  to  take  and  seise  on  the 
shore  or  shores  adjoining  to  the  said  river,  or  waters  of 
Medway^  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  all  such  spawn, 
fry,  brood  of  fish,"  &c.,  «  as  shall  be  there  found."  • 

By  sect.  6  of  the  same  statute  it  is  enacted,  ^  That  if 
any  person  or  persons  shall  obstruct  or  hinder  the  said 
water  bailiflp,  his  assistants,  or  any  of  the  SMd  ofllcers^  or 
any  constable,  headborough  or  other  peace  officer,  in 
the  execution  of  any  of  the  powers  vested  in  them  by 
this  Act,  or  of  any  warrant  or  warrants  to  be  issued  by 
the  said  mayor,  recorder,  or  any  alderman  of  the  said 
city,  or  justice  respectively,  in  pursuance  of  this  Act;* 
''  the  person  or  persons  so  ofiending  therein  shall,  &r 
every  such  offence,  forfeit  the  sum  of  10/." 

Sect.  11  authorizes  the  levy  of  penalties  by  distress; 
''  but  in  case  any  such  offender"  '^  shall  think  himself*' 
''aggrieved  by  such  conviction,  and  shall  within*'  ''five 
days  enter  into  a  recognizance"  "  before  such  magistrate 
or  magistrates,  before  whom  he"  "  shall  be  so  convicted 
(which  said  recognizance  shall  be  returned,  within  the 
space  of  fourteen  days,  to  the  said  Court  of  the  mayor 
and  aldermen),  conditioned  for  his  personal  appearance 
at  some  Court  of  the  said  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the 
said  city,  to  be  holden  within  six  weeks  after  the  acknow- 
ledging such  recognizance,  or  at  the  next  Court  of 
Conservancy  to  be  held  for  the  county  in  which  such 
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oJETence  sball  be  committed,  and  to  stand  to  and  abide  1861. 
such  order  as  shall  be  made  in  the  premisses  by  such  tobiiidob 
Court,"  *'  the  said  Court  of  mayor  and  aldermen,  or  shaw. 
Court  of  Conservancy,  is  hereby  empowered  and 
directed  upon  a  petition  of  appeal  presented  to  them,  by 
the  party  or  parties  so  convicted,  complaining  of  such 
conviction,"  ''  finally  to  hear  and  determine  the  matter  of 
such  appeal,*'  "and  the  said  Courts  respectively"  "are 
hereby  empowered  to  order"  "any"  "penalties  laid  on 
or  incurred  by  any  of  the  parties  complaining,  to  be 
mitigated,  or  to  vacate  or  set  aside  such  conviction," 
« or"  "  to  ratify  and  confirm  the  same,  and"  "  award 
such*'  "  costs  to  be  paid  by  the  appellant  as  to  them  shall 
seem  meet;  And  the  said  Court  of  mayor  and  alder- 
men, or  Court  of  Conservancy,  may,  on  forfeiture  of 
any  such  recognizance,  estreat  the  same." 

The  Thames  Conservancy  Act,  1857,  20  &  21  Vict 
c.  cxlvii.  (a),  by  sect.  50,  vests  "  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  and  interest  of  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and 
citizens  of  the  city  of  London^^ "  and  all  the  estate,  right, 
title,  and  interest"  of  Her  Majesty  "  in  the  bed  and  soil 
and  shores  of  the  river  Thames^  within  certain  limits, 
in  the  conservators  appointed  under  that  Act ;  and  by 
sect.  52  enacts  that  "  From  and  after  the  commencement 
of  this  Act  all  the  powers  and  authorities,  rights  and 
privileges,  which  are  now  vested  in  or  which  may  have 
been  or  may  be  exercised  by  Her"  "  Majesty  in  right  of 
her  Crown,  and  all  the  powers  and  authorities,  rights  and 
privileges,  at  any  time  heretofore  given  or  granted  to, 
or  which  are  now  vested  in,  or  which  have  been  or  may 

(a)  Local  and  personal,  public  **  To  provide  for  the  conservation  of 
the  rirer  ThofiMs^  and  for  the  regulation,  management,  and  improrement 
thereof:'' 

2  Q  2 
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1861.  be  exercified  by  the  mayor  and  commonal^  and  cidiene^ 
TuBinDaa  ^^  ^J  ^®  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  of  Lomdan,  «r 
by  the  common  council,  or  by  the  mayor  for  the  time 
being  of  the  said  city,  by  prescription,  osage»  charteri 
or  Act  of  Parliament  or  otherwise,  with  regard  or  rela- 
tion to  the  consenrancy  and  the  preservation  and  reffOf 
lation  of  the  river  Thames^  and  of  the  several  riven^ 
streams,  and  watercourses  within  the  flow  and  reflow  of 
the  tides  of  the  said  river,  within  the  limits  aforesaid, 
and  upon  the  banks,  shores,  and  whar&  of  the  said  river 
and  the  port  of  London,  shall  be  and  the  same  are 
hereby  vested  in  the  conservators  by  this  Act  appointed, 
to  be  by  them  exercised  in  the  same  manner,  and  under 
and  subject  to  the  same  restrictions,  as  the  same  are 
now  respectively  legally  exercised  by  Her  Majesty,  or 
by  the  mayor  and  commonalty  and  citizens,  or  by  die 
said  mayor  and  aldermen,  or  by  the  common  council, 
or  by  the  said  mayor,  save  only  and  except  so  fiff  as  the 
same  may  be  modified  by  or  be  inconsistent  with  the 
provisions  herein  contained.** 

Sect  76  imposes  a  penalty,  not  exceeding  5/.,  on  any 
person  who  '^  shall  resist  or  make  forcible  oppodtion 
against  any  person  employed  in  the  due  execution  of 
this  Act,  or  shall  assault  any  surveyor,  engineer,  or 
agent,  or  any  collector  of  toll,  in  the  due  execution  of 
his  office.** 

Sect  149  provides  for  the  recovery  of  penalties  before 
any  justice,  and  sect.  161  gives  an  appeal  to  the  Court 
of  Quarter  Sessions. 

Previous  to  the  coming  into  operation  of  The  JTunnm 
Conservancy  Act,  1857,  the  mayor,  commonalty  and 
citizens  of  the  city  of  London  had  and  exercised  by  the 
lord  mayor  for  the  time  being,  during  his  mayoialtj. 
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or  by  his  sufficient  depotiea^  the  oonsenratioa  of  the  said       1861. 
river,  between  Stauie$,  in  the  county  of  Middlesex,  and     TuEMiDas 
yaniUei,  otherwise  Yantietf  in  the  county  of  Kent;  and       ^^w. 
byelaws  for  the  regulation  of  fishermen  in  the  river 
names  were  made  by  the  Court  of  the  mayor  and 
aldermen  of  the  city  of  London,  by  virtue  of  stat 
30  G.  2.  c.  21.  s.  1. 

At  the  hearing  of  the  information,  the  charge  was 
supported  by  the  conservatcMrs  of  the  river  Thames,  who 
if)peared  by  counsel  and  attorney.  On  behalf  of  the 
appellant  it  was  proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  justices 
that,  on  11th  January  last,  the  appellant  went  on  board 
the  respondent's  boat,  then  lying  at  Leigh  aforesaid^ 
within  the  limits  of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  conservators 
of  the  river  T/iames,  to  examine  the  shrimps  caught  by 
the  respondent;  that  he  stated  the  object  of  his  visit, 
and  produced  his  appointment;  that  he  saw  in  the 
respondent's  boat  a  quantity  of  small  shrimps  which  he 
considered  ^ brood;"  that  he  endeavoured  to  seize  them, 
and  that  thereupon  the  respondent  assaulted  him  and 
prevented  the  seizure. 

The  appointment  of  the  appellant,  under  the  seal  of 
the  conservators  of  the  river  Thames,  was  as  follows. 
*'  Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  we,  the  conser- 
witors  of  the  river  TTutmes,  have  named  and  appointed, 
and  by  these  presents  do  name  and  appoint,  Thomas 
Tumidge,  of  Leigh,  in  the  county  of  Essex,  to  be  as- 
ristant  river-keeper  during  our  pleasure;  and  we  do 
hereby  authorize  .the  said  Thomas  Tumidge  to  enter 
any  boat,  vessel  or  craft,  of  any  fisherman,  dredgerman, 
or  other  person  or  persons  fishing  or  taking  fish,  or 
endeavouring  to  take  fish,  upon  the  said  river  of  Thames, 
within  our  jurisdiction,  and  there  to  search  iat,  take  and 
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1861.  seize,  all  spawn^  fry,  brood  of  fish,  spat  of  oysten,  and 
TuuiDOB     unsizeable,  anwholesome,  or  nnseasoDable  Bsh,  and  also 

Shaw  ^  unlawful  nets,  engines  and  instruments  for  taking  or 
destroying  fish,  as  shall  then  be  in  any  audi  boat  or 
boats,  vessel  or  craft,  in  or  upon  the  said  river,  and  to 
take  and  seize,  on  the  shore  or  shores  adjoining  to  the 
said  river,  within  the  jurisdiction  aforesaid,  all  audi 
spawn,  fry,  brood  of  fish,  spat  of  oysters,  unmzeable* 
unwholesome,  or  unseasonable  fish,  and  also  all  unlawful 
nets,  endues  or  instruments  for  taking  or  destroying 
fish,  as  shall  there  be  found ;  and,  afler  taking  or  aeiziiig 
such  unlawful  nets,  engines  or  instruments^  or  any 
spawn,  fry,  brood  of  fish,  spat  of  oysters,  or  undieabl^ 
unwholesome,  or  unseasonable  fish,  you,  the  said  7%omuis 
Tumidge,  are  to  bring,  or  cause  the  same  to  be  brought^ 
before  the  mayor  of  the  city  of  London  for  the  time 
being,  or  the  recorder  of  the  said  city,  or  one  of  the 
said  aldermen  of  the  said  city,  if  seized  ^within  the  limits 
of  the  said  city  of  London  and  liberties  thereof^  either 
upon  the  said  river,  or  on  shore,  or  before  the  mayor  of 
the  said  city,  or  the  recorder  of  the  said  city,  or  one  of 
the  aldermen  of  the  said  city,  or  one  of  Her  Majesty's 
justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  in  which  such  seizure 
shall  be  made,  if  made  upon  the  said  river,  out  of  the 
limits  of  the  said  city,  or  the  liberties  thereof  but  within 
our  jurisdiction  as  aforesaid,  or  before  one  of  Her  Ma- 
jesty's justices  of  the  peace  of  the  county  in  which  the 
same  shall  be  seized  on  shore,  in  order  that  all  such 
unlawful  nets,  engines,  or  instruments,  as  also  all  sudi 
spawn,  fry,  or  unsizeable,  unwholesome,  or  unseasonable 
fish,  as  shall  be  seized  as  aforesaid,  may  be  forthwith 
burnt  or  destroyed,  and  the  party  firom  whom  the  same 
shall  be  taken  punished  according  to  law.    And  you  are 
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to  receive  no  money,  gratuity,  or  reward  whatsoever,        1861. 
from  any  person,  to  prevent,  delay,  or  hinder  any  prose-     TuKinDas 
cution ;   or  compound,  or  wilfully  conceal,  any  offence       shaw. 
which  shall  be  committed  contrary  to  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment made  and  passed  in  the  30th  year  of  the  reign 
of  His  late  Majesty  King  George  the  Second,  intituled 
*  An  Act  for  the  more  effectual  preservation  of  the 
spawn  and  fry  of  fish,  and  for  the  better  regulating  the 
fidiery  thereoP  (a),  which  shall  come  to  your  knowledge ; 
under  pain  to  forfeit  and  lose  51.  for  each  time  you  shall 
be  convicted  of  every  such  offence ;  and  from  time  to 
time  to  apprize  us  thereof.     Given  under  our  seal  this 
7th  day  of  December,  1859." 

It  was  contended  by  the  counsel  for  thQ  appellant 
that,  by  force  of  sects.  50  and  52  of  The  T/iames  Con- 
servancy Act,  1857,  the  bed  and  soil  of  the  river 
Thames,  with  the  fishery  and  all  the  powers  relating 
thereto,  given  to  the  mayor  of  London,  and  the  protec- 
tion extended  to  his  oflScers  by  stat.  30  &.  2.  c.  21.  m.  5. 
and  6,  were  transferred  and  extended  to  the  conservators 
of  the  river  Thames  and  their  oflScers. 

The  justices  doubted  the  correctness  of  this  view,  and 
dismissed  the  information :  First,  because  it  appeared  to 
them  that,  assuming  the  powers  of  stat.  30  Cr.  2.  c.  21. 
f .  5.  to  be  transferred  to  the  conservators,  it  must  also  be 
held  that  the  jurisdiction  on  appeal,  under  sect.  11,  is 
likewise  vested  in  them^  and  the  respondent,  if  convicted, 
would  be  without  appeal,  except  to  his  prosecutors.  If, 
to  avoid  this,  the  justices  held  that  stat.  30  G.  2.  c.  21. 
«.  11.  (the  appeal  clause)  was  modified  by  sect.  161  of 
The  Thames  Conservancy  Act,  1857,  then  they  con- 
sidered that  they  must  also  hold  that  stat.  30  &.  2.  c.  21. 

(a)  Stat.  30  (?.  Z  c.  21. 
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1861,  9.  6.  (the  penal  dause)  is  modiBed  by  sect  76  of  The 
XvKiriDaa  ThameM  CoDsenrancy  Act,  1867 ;  and  that  the  defend- 
Shaw.  ^^^  would  be  liable  to  be  'sued  only  for  the  reduced 
penalty  imposed  by  the  latter  section. 

Secondly ;  because,  although  the  bed  and  soil  of  the 
rii^r  Thames^  which  were  in  the  Crown,  are  transferred 
to  the  consenrators  by  the  50th  section  of  The  Thamu 
Conservancy  Act,  the  justices  doubted  whether  the 
fishery,  which  was  common  to  all  (1  Mod.  1Q5X  "^^^ 
thereby  transferred,  and  they  also  doubted  whether  the 
powers  of  stat.  30  <?.  2.  c.  21.,  an  Act  having  ezdosive 
reference  to  the  fishery,  were  powers  with  regard  or 
relation  to  the  conservancy,  preservation  and  regulatioB 
of  the  river  HuxmeM^  and,  as  sudi,  vested  in  the  conser- 
vators by  the  52nd  section  of  The  Thames  Conservancj 
Act,  1857  ;  all  the  provisions  of  which  appeared  to  them 
to  have  especial  reference  to  the  navigation  of  the  river 
and  the  regulation  of  the  port  of  London. 

The  questions  of  law  for  the  opinion  of  the  Court 
were :  First,  are  the  conservators  of  the  river  Tkamn 
authorized  to  appoint  officers  to  exercise  the  powers  pvea 
to  the  water  bailifls  of  the  city  of  London  by  stat  30 
G.  2.C.  21.  8.6/t 

Secondly,  are  such  officers  entitled  to  the  protection 
given  by  the  6th  section  of  the  same  statute  ? 

Thirdly,  is  the  jurisdiction  on  appeal,  given  to  the 
mayor  and  aldermen  by  the  1 1th  section  of  the  same 
Act,  now  vested  in  the  conservatocs  of  the  river 
ThameM? 

Fourthly,  is  the  76^1  section  of  The  Thames  Con- 
servancy Act  applicable  to  the  ofience  charged  against 
the  respondent;  and  is  the  penalty  thereby  imposed 
cumulative  or  substituted  ? 

If  the  Court  should'  be  of  opinion  that  the  justices 
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were  rig^t  ia  law  in  dismissing  the  said  information^        1861. 

their  determination  was  to  be  affirmed.     Bat,  if  the  xubhidgb 
Court  should  be  of  a  contrary  opinion^  it  was  to  be       sbajt. 
reversed. 

Sir  fF.  Athertont  Solicitor  General,  for  the  appellant  {a\ 
aigued  that,  under  The  Thamet  Conservancj  Act,  1857» 
ihe  conservancy  of  the  fishery,  as  well  as  of  the  navigation, 
•dT  the  Thames  was  transferred  to  the  conservators  of  the 
river  Thames^  created  by  that  Act.  In  support  of  his 
«igumeat,  he  referred  to  stats.  17  iL  2.  c.  9.,  headed 
<<  Justices  of  peace  shall  be  conservators  of  the  statutes 
touching  salmons";  1  Eliz.  c.  17.,  ''An  Act  for 
preservation  of  spawn  and  fry  of  fi^"  by  sect.  6  of 
which  '*  The  mayor  of  the  city  of  London  for  the  time 
being,  and  all  and  every  other  person  and  persons,  bodies 
politic  and  corporate,  which"  ^  lawfully'*  had  ''or  ought 
to  have  any  conservation  or  preservation  of  any  rivers, 
atreams  or  water,  or  punishments  and  corrections  of 
offences  committed  in  any  of  them,"  were  empowered  to 
inquire  into  and  determine  all  offences  committed  against 
the  Act  "  within  his  or  their"  <' jurisdiction  and  conser- 
vancy ;''  and  9  Ann.  c.  26.,  "  An  Act  for  the  better  pre- 
servation and  improvement  of  the  fishery  within  the 
river  of  Thames,  and  for  regulatii^  and  governing  the 
Company  of  fishermen  of  the  said  river,"  which,  also> 
by  sect  6,  gave  jurisdiction  to  determine  complaints,  to 
ihe  lord  mayor  and  aldermen  of  the  city  of  London,  or 
any  one  of  them,  **  for  all  offences  conmiitted  within  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  said  lord  mayor,  as  conservator  of  the 
said  river  of  Thames  ;"  as  shewing  that  the  conservancy 

(a)  In  iMt  Michadnm  Vacatioii,  Wednesday,  Jfywmber  28th,  1860. 
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1861.       of  the  river  involved  the  power  to  protect  the  fishery. 

TuEviDas     H®  ^^  ^'^^  ^  ^^*^  ^50,  and  the  PrioUegia  Londad^  tit. 

Shaw        **  Coiirt  of  Conservancy  for  the  river  Thames^  p.  393 

(ed.  3) ;  and  argned  that,  upon  the  tnie  construction  of 

Stat  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.  s.  52.,  the  conservators  of  the 

Thames  had  authority  to  appoint  the  appellant  assistant 

.  river-keeper,  with  all  the  powers  before  exercised,  under 

Stat  30  G.  2.  c.  21.  s.  5.,  by  assistants  of  the  water-bailiff; 

and  that  the  respondent  was  liable  to  conviction,  either 

under  stat.  30  G.  2.  c.  21.  s.  6.  or  under  stat.  20  &  21 

Viet.  c.  cxlviL  s.  76.,  for  obstructing  the  appellant  in  the 

execution  of  his  statutory  duties. 

No  counsel  appeared  for  the  respondent 

CWr.  adv.  nulL 

Blackburn  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (a).  In  this  case  a  question  of  considerable  £ffi- 
culty  arises  on  the  construction  of  The  ITuimes  Conser- 
vancy Act,  1857,  20  &  21  Viet.  c.  cxlviL;  which,  by 
sect  52,  transferred  to  a  newly  created  corporation,  called 
<<  The  Conservators  of  the  river  Thames^  amongst  othor 
things,  all  the  powers  and  authorities,  rights  and  privi- 
leges" which  might  be  exercised  by  the  Queen,  in  right 
of  her  Crown,  or  by  the  mayor  and  commonalty  of  the 
citizens  of  London^  or  by  the  mayor  and  aldermen,  or 
by  the  mayor  oiLandon^  '*  by  prescription,  usage,  charter, 
or  Act  of  Parliament,  or  otherwise,  with  regard  or 
relation  to  the  conservancy  and  the  preservation  and 
regulation  of  the  river  TTlamef,"  ^  to  be  by  them  exercised 
in  the  same  manner,  and  under  and  subject  to  the  same 

(a)  Wightman  and  Blackburn  Je. 
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restrictions,  as  the  same  are  now  respectively  legally        I86I. 
exercised  by  Her  Majesty,  or  by  the  mayor,"  &c.,  "save     tubhidq* 
only  and  except  so  far  as  the  same  may  be  modified  by       g^*^ 
or  be  inconsistent  with  the  provisions"  "contained"  in 
that  Act. 

Amongst  the  powers  of  the  city  of  London  was  that  of 
holding  the  Court  for  the  conservation  of  the  water 
and  river  of  Thames  ;  and  it  is  said,  in  4  hut.  250,  that 
"  The  mayor  of  London  for  the  time  being  hath  the  con- 
servation and  rale  of  the  water  and  river  of  the7%am^«, 
&c.,  and  authority  as  touching  punition  for  using  unlaw- 
ful nets  and  other  unlawful  engines  in  fishing,  and  to  all 
correction  and  punishment  there  concerning  unlawful 
nets  and  engines  there.''  By  stat  30  G.  2.  c.  21.,  for 
the  better  protection  of  the  fishery,  it  is,  by  sect.  5^ 
enacted  that  it  shall  be  lawful  "  for  the  deputy  of  the 
said  mayor  for  the  time  being,  as  conservator  as  aforesaid, 
commonly  called  the  water-bailifl^,"  and  his  assistants 
appointed  by  warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the 
mayor,  to  enter  fishing  boats,  and  seize  brood  offish  found 
there.  Since  the  passing  of  The  Thames  Conservancy 
Act  the  appellant  has  been  appointed  assistant  rivet- 
keeper,  by  warrant  under  the  seal  of  the  conservators  of 
the  TTiames^  and  is,  as  £Bur  as  they  can  empower  him, 
authorized  to  exercise  the  powers  conferred  by  stat.  30 
0. 2.  c.  21.  s.  5.  on  the  assistants  of  the  deputy  of  the  lord 
mayor  as  conservator.  The  first  question  asked  us  is, 
whether  the  new  corporation  were  authorized  to  make  such 
an  appointment.  There  is  certainly  nothing  in  the  provi- 
sions of  The  Thames  Conservancy  Act  to  shew  that  the 
Legislature  had  their  attention  called  to  the  fisheries ;  but 
there  is  nothing  to  be  found  restricting  the  very  general 
language  used  in  the  52nd  section ;  and  it  seems  to  us 
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TraviBaa 
Shaw. 


AbI  the  powen  giTeii  to  the  nuiyor  of  Lwminm  to 
appomt  penoos  as  mwifltinfw  in  exercising  the  powen 
giren  to  the  watep-huii£^  as  depntj  of  the  mmjor  m 
cooaawwiar,  are  povem  lekting  to  the  oooserrancy  of 
the  TTumeSs  and  are  consequently  transferred  to  the 
oonaervators  of  the  Uktamuu 

The  next  qoestion  is  one  of  mocfa  more  diflknitj. 
The6thseetiooof  Stat  30  Gf.  2.e.2Limpoee8apenal9 
of  10/.on  anj  pefson  ofastmcting  the  said  water-bailiff 
or  his  assistants^  in  the  execution  of  that  Act»  and  bj 
sect.  11  thoe  is  an  appeal  given  to  the  CSonrt  of  Con- 
servancy. The  respondent  in  the  present  case  had 
fiiirciblj  resisted  the  appeUant  in  the  execnti<m  of  his 
duty  as  an  assistant  river-keeper,  appoinled  by  the  con- 
servators of  the  I%awuif  but  exerciBing  tlie  powen 
originally  conferred  by  stal.  30  G.  2.  on  the  water- 
bailifif  and  hn  asnstants  appointed  by  the  mayor.  He 
was  summoned  before  the  justices,  who  refused  to 
impose  on  him  the  penalty  of  10^  under  sect.  6  of  stat 
30  Cr.  2.  e.  21. ;  and  we  think  the  jostioes  were  right. 
The  officer  appointed  by  the  conservaton  has,  we  think, 
all  the  powen  and  authorities,  rights  and  privileges,  of 
the  former  officer,  appointed  by  the  mayor  as  conservator, 
and  any  one  obstructing  him  must  take  the  conse- 
quences which,  at  common  law,  would  follow  finom 
obstructing  a  person  having  anthcNity.  But  it  seems  to 
us  that  the  penalties  beyond  the  common  law,  which 
were  imposed  on  those  who  obstructed  the  former 
officers,  cannot  be  extended,  by  mere  implication,  to 
those  obstnictb^  the  new  officero;  itrequires  something 
to  shew  that  the  L^pslature  intended  so  to  extend  them, 
and  there  are  no  words  in  The  I%amet  Conservancy  Act 
that  have  the  sli^test  tendency  to  express  such  ao 
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intention.  If  the  Legislature  had  meant  the  penal  1861. 
clause  to  extend  to  the  new  officers,  they  would  certainly  tubnidob 
have  made  some  provision  as  to  the  appeal,  which  is 
now  made  inoperative.  In  fact,  it  seems  very  plain  that 
the  question  as  to  what  was  to  be  done  with  regard  to 
the  fisheries  was  not  present  to  the  minds  of  those  who 
framed  the  Act,  who  very  naturally  thought  only  of  the 
commerce  and  navigation  of  the  Thames. 

But  we  think  that  the  officer  employed  in  exercising 
the  powers  originally  conferred  by  stat  30  O.  2.  c.  21., 
but  which  he  puts  in  execution  only  by  virtue  of  The 
Thames  Conservancy  Act,  is  a  person  employed  in  the 
due  execution  of  the  latter  Act,  within  the  meaning  of 
sect  76  of  that  Act ;  and,  consequently,  we  think  that 
the  justices  have  jurisdiction  in  such  a  case  to  impose  a 
penalty  of  57.  under  that  Act,  subject  to  the  appeal  given 
to  the  Court  of  Quarter  Sessions. 

What  we  have  above  written  disposes  of  all  the  ques- 
tions put  to  us,  and  with  that  expression  of  our  opinion 
the  case  should  go  back  to  the  justices. 

Case  remitted  to  the  justices. 
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Owen  and  another  against  Nickson  and  another. 

TLfANISTY  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the 
defendants  to  shew  caose  whj  the  plaintifis  or 
their  attorney  should  not  be  at  liberty  to  inspect  an 
alleged  memorandum  of  6th  July^  1836,  creating  a  lien 
on,  or  an  equitable  mortgage  of,  the  deeds  sought  to  be 
recofered  in  the  action,  set  up  by  the  defendants  in  a 
plea  pleaded  by  them ;  and  why  the  defendants  should 
not  deliver  to  the  plaintiflb  or  their  attorney  particulan 
of  the  alleged  lien  or  mortgage. 

The  action  was  one  of  detinue,  to  recover  a  deed  of 
settlement  made  on  the  marriage  of  the  Rev.  Robert 
Pryce  and  Martha  his  wife,  dated  20th  September^  1784, 
and  divers  other  deeds  specified  in  the  declaration. 

The  defendants  pleaded,  on  equitable  grounds,  that, 
before  the  detention  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  and 
in  the  lifetime  of  one  Martha  Prycet  now  deceased, 
the  said  title  deeds,  papers,  parchments  and  writings 


Thursday, 
January  31  si. 

Detinue  for 
title  deeds. 
Plea,  on 
equitable 
grounds,  that 
before  the 
detention, 
and  in  the^ 
lifetime  of 
M,  P.,  since 
deceased, 
through  whom 
plain  tiffii 
claimed,  the 
deeds  belong;ed 
to  M.  P.,  who 
agreed  with 
J.N.  to  de- 
posit them 
with  him,  by 
way  of  equit- 
a\)le  mortgage 
to  secure  the 
repayment  of 
money  lent  by 
him  to  M.  P. 
That  from  the 
time  of  that 
agreement  to 
h^  death, /.iV: 
held  the  deeds 
on  the  t«rm8 
aforesaid ;  and 

died,  hayinff  appointed  defendants  executrixes  of  his  will,  which  they  prored.  That 
thereupon  Uie  deeds  came  into,  and  thence  till  action  brought  continued  in,  the  posses- 
sion or  defendants  as  such  executrixes  ;  and  that  none  or  the  money  lent  by  J.  K,  to 
M.  P.  had  ever  been  paid.  That,  therefore,  defendants  detained  and  detain  tAe  deeds ; 
which  was  the  detention  in  the  declaration  mentioned. 

Plaintiff^,  who  were  trustees  of  M,  P.*s  marria^  settlement  and  also  her  exeeatcn, 
administered  interrogatories  to  defendants,  who,  in  answer,  admitted  that  they  had  in 
their  possession  a  memorandum  of  a  specified  date,  signed  by  Af.  P.,  agreeing  that  the 
deeds  should  remain  in  the  custody  of  J,  N,  till  repayment  of  the  moneys  a^ranoed  by 
him  to  M,  P. 

Held  that  plainti&,  on  an  affidavit  stating  that  they  were  entirely  ignorant  ci  the 
said  memorandum,  and  had  no  means  of  ascertaining  anything  of  its  contents,  and  that 
it  was  material  and  necessar}',  in  order  to  prosecute  the  action,  that  tliey  should  have 
inspection  of  it,  were  entitled  to  inspection  of  the  memorandum,  and  also  to  be  furnished 
by  defendants  with  particulars  of  the  lien  or  mortgage  on  the  deeds  relied  upon  by  them. 
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belonged  to  and  were  the  property  of  the  stfdd  Martha  1861. 
Jhyce,  under  and  through  whom  the  plainti£f8  claimed ;  owbh 
and  she,  being  indebted  to  one  Jonathan  Nichsan  in  Nickboh. 
certain  sums  of  money  which  he  had  before  then  lent 
and  advanced  to  her,  agreed  with  the  said  Jonathan 
Nickson  that  he  should  have  and  hold  the  said  title 
deeds,  papers,  parchments  and  writings  as  a  security,  by 
way  of  equitable  mortgage,  to  secure  the  repayment  of 
the  said  sums  of  money ;  and  the  said  Jonathan  Nickson 
thereupon,  then  and  thenceforth,  until  and  at  the  time  ^ 
of  his  death  as  hereinafter  mentioned,  had  and  held  the 
said  title  deeds,  papers,  parchments  and  writings,  for  the 
purpose  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  the  said  sums 
of  money  during  all  that  time  remaining  and  being 
unpaid.  And  the  defendants  further  say  that  the  said 
Jonathan  Nickson  afterwards  died,  and  by  his  last  will 
and  testament  in  writing,  duly  made  and  published, 
appointed  the  defendants  executrixes  of  his  said  last 
will  and  testament,  who,  after  the  death  of  the  said 
Jonathan  Nickson,  duly  proved  the  said  last  will  and 
testament;  whereupon  the  said  title  deeds,  papers, 
parchments  and  writings  came  into,  and  thence  until 
and  at  the  time  of  the  said  detention  thereof  in  the 
declaration  mentioned  were,  and  still  are,  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  defendants,  as  executrixes  aforesaid,  for  the 
purpose  and  upon  the  terms  aforesaid,  the  said  sums  of 
money  then  and  still  remaining  and  being  unpaid  ; 
wherefore  the  defendants  detained  and  still  detain  the 
said  title  deeds,  papers,  parchments  and  writings,  for 
the  cause  aforesaid,  which  is  the  detention  in  the 
declaration  mentioned. 

It  appeared  from  the  affidavits  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
the  trustees  under  a  settlement  made,  on  the  marriage 
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1861.  of  John  Lewis  with  Martha  Pryce^  by  lease  and  release^ 
Owwi  on  30th  August  and  2nd  September^  1839.  The  plaintifi  ' 
NicKBOH  believed  that  Jonathan  Niekson  died  about  13th  Mag^ 
1846.  The  said  Martha  Prycsj  then  Martha  Lewis, 
appointed  the  plaintifis  trustees  under  the  said  settle- 
menty  and  granted,  assigned  and  transferred  the  trust 
property  to  them  as  such  trustees,  and  also  appcunted 
them  executors  of  her  wilL 

The  plaintifis  obtained  leave  to  deliver  interrogatories 
to  the  defendants,  of  which  the  following  only  is  material 
**  Have  you,  or  has  either  of  you,  or  your  scdidtor,  or 
any  other  person  for  you,  in  your  or  their  possession, 
power,  or  control,  any  memorandum  signed  by  the  said 
Martha  Lewis,  or  any  person  on  her  behalf,  relating  to 
the  mortgage  or  deposit  of  any  such  deeds,  papen^ 
writings  or  documents  with  Jonathan  Nichson,  late  of 
ffem,  in  the  county  of  Sahp,  an  attorney  or  solicitor?* 
To  which  the  defendants  answered  as  follows:  ^'We 
believe  our  solicitor  has  in  his  possession  a  memorandum, 
bearing  date  6th  July,  1836,  signed  by  Martha  Pryee, 
agreeing  that  all  her  writings  and  instruments  should 
remain  in  the  hands  or  custody  of  the  said  Jonathan 
Nichson  until  repayment  of  the  moneys  advanced  by 
him  to  her,  and  also  all  interest  in  respect  thereof;  and 
we  believe  that  such  moneys,  with  arreais  of  interest 
thereon,  remain  unpaid. ** 

The  plaintifis  made  an  affidavit  that  they  were  entirely 
ignorant  of  the  said  memorandum ;  that  they  had  no 
means  of  ascertaining  anything  of  its  contents;  and  that 
it  was  material  and  necessaiy,  in  order  to  prosecute  the 
action,  that  they  should  have  inspection  of  it 

Phipson  now  shewed  cause.     First,  the  plaintifis  are 
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not  entitled  to  inspect  the  memorandum  of  deposit,  of  1861. 
6th  t/ti/y,  1836.  Browne  v.  Lockhart{a)  shews  that,  in  owxn 
equity,  a  mortgagee  is  npt  bound  to  produce  his  mort-  j^iqI^'sok. 
gage  deed  to  the  devisee  oFthe  mortgaged  estate,  until 
payment  of  principal  and  interest ;  notwithstanding  the 
devisee  may  be  ignorant  of  the  amount  of  the  interest, 
the  time  of  payment,  and  all  the  other  particulars  of  the 
security.  The  present  plaintiffs  finil  to  shew  that  their 
own  case  will  be  either  made  out  or  materially  supported 
by  inspection  of  the  memorandum.  [Crompton  J. 
They  may  be  entitled  to  inspect  it  on  the  ground  that 
the  defendants'  plea  in  effect  sets  it  up  as  an  answer  to 
the  action.  In  IMce  v.  Harrison  (b)  fVUliams  J.  says, 
^Wherever  the  instrument  is  declared  on  the  rule  is 
fiilly  established,  since  the  passing  of  The  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1853,  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
inspection  in  the  nature  of  oyer,  not  only  where  the 
instrument  declared  on  is  a  deed  under  seal,  but  also  in 
the  case  of  contracts  not  under  seal."  ^*  It  may  now  be 
considered  as  fully  established  in  all  the  Courts  that  the 
right  to  inspect  extends  to  any  writing,  whether  under 
seal  or  not,  which  is  relied  on  by  the  other  side  as  the 
foundation  of  his  claim  or  defence.*^  Scott  v.  Walker  {c) 
shews  the  limits  within  which  a  party  is  entitled  to 
inspection  of  documents  in  the  possession  of  the  opposite 
party ;  namely,  that  such  inspection  may  be  granted  for 
the  purpose  of  obtaining  any  evidence  necessary  to  support 
the  original  case  of  the  party  applying,  or  to  meet  that  of 
the  other  side ;  but  not  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  in- 
fiarmation  shewing  how  the  case  of  the  other  side  will  be 
supported.     The  pldntiffs,  here,  do  not  shew  by  their 

(a)  10  Sim,  420.  {h)  8  a  B,  N.  8.  617. 634. 
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1861.  affidavit  how  the  memorandum  will  aapport  their  own 
Owiw  ^^^^9  o**  °™^^  ^^^  ^f  ^^^  defendants.  In  Adams  r. 
NioMOH.  Lloyd  {a)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  held  that,  if  a  party 
interrogated  under  sect.  51  of  llie  Common  Law  Pro* 
cedure  Act,  1854,  as  to  whether  he  has  in  his  possession 
any  deeds  or  writings  relating  to  lands  in  dispute,  an- 
swers on  oath  that  he  has,  but  that  such  deeds  relate 
exclusively  to  his  own  title  to  the  lands,  and  do  not 
shew  any  title  in  the  opposite  party,  he  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  state  the  contents  of  the  deeds,  or  to  describe 
them,  his  oath  as  to  their  effect  being  conclusive.  /W- 
lock  C.  B.,  in  giving  judgment,  said  (6),  **  The  question 
is,  whether  the  plaintiff  is  bound  to  produce  hb  title 
deeds.  To  compel  him  to  do  so  would  introduce  a  new 
rule,  which  certainly  was  never  intended  by  this  Act  of 
Parliament,  and  would  render  a  title  deed  of  no  more 
importance  than  a  bill  of  exchange  or  any  other  wntten 
document.  I  think  that  a  man's  tide  deed  is  still 
protected  unless  it  tends  to  prove  the  case  of  the 
opposite  party ;  if  it  does  not,  it  is  irrelevant.  The 
recent  changes  in  the  law  have  made  no  alteration  in 
that  respect*  And  Watson  B.  (c) :  **  The  aothoritia 
are  clear,  that  a  person  is  not  entitled  in  equity  to  a 
discovery  of  title  deeds  unless  they  contain  evidence 
of  his  own  tide."  Secondly,  the  plaintiflb  fail  to  shew 
any  ground  for  asking  the  defendants  for  particuhuB  of 
the  alleged  lien  or  mortgage.  In  order  to  entitle  them- 
selves to  such  particulars,  the  plaintifis  are  bound  to 
shew  that  the  mortgage  debt  has  been  paid,  and  nothing 
remains  due ;  but  their  affidavits  do  not  even  state  that 
any  part  of  the  debt  has  been  paid. 

(a)  ZK^K  351.  (6)  S  A#M  301 

(tf)  3^.#JV.SS7. 
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JUanisiy,  contrtl. — The  plainti£b  are  entitled  to  inspect        IBSI. 
the  memorandum ;   if  on  no  other  ground,  under  the        o^^ 
well  known  rule  stated  by  Williams  J.  in  Price  v.  Har*     jjicKsoir 
rison  (a),  that  where  a  plaintiff  founds  his  declaration, 
or  a  defendant  his  plea,  upon  a  document  in  writing, 
whether  or  not  it  be  under  seal,  the  opposite  party  has  a 
right  to  see  that  document    [fVightman  3.    Your  case 
is  stronger  than  was  that  of  the  defendant  in  Price  v. 
HarriiOH{a\  who  was  allowed  to  inspect  a  number  of 
his  own  letters  written  to  the  plaintiff,  of  which   he 
had  not  kept  copies.     Here,  the  plaintifib  ask  for  in- 
spection of  a  single  document,  and  one  in  which  they 
probably  have  as  great  an  interest  as  the  defendants.] 
(He  was  then  stopped.) 

(CocKBUBN  C.  J.  was  absent.) 

WiGHTMAN  J.  It  appears  to  me  that  there  is  nothing 
in  the  decision  in  Scott  v.  Walker  {b)  to  affect  the  pre- 
sent plaintiflb*  right  to  the  inspection  for  which  they  ask. 
No  doubt,  a  plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  inspect  a  document 
which  makes  out  the  defendant's  case  solely ;  but  here 
there  is  only  one  document,  and  both  plaintiffs  and 
defendants  have  an  interest  in  it.  The  holder  of  a 
document  in  which  another  person  is  interested  may  be 
deemed  a  trustee  of  it  for  that  other,  within  the  old  rule 
that  inspection  is  to  be  granted  of  documents  in  the  pos- 
session of  the  opposite  party  as  trustee  for  the  party 
asking  for  the  inspection.  As  to  the  particulars,  also, 
of  the  defendants'  lien  or  mortgage,  I  see  no  reason  why 
the  plainti£f8  should  not  have  them. 

(a)  8  C.  B.  N.  8,  617.  634.  {b)2E.fB.  665. 
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1861.  Crompton  J.     I  also  think  that  this  rule  diouldbe 

made  absolute.  First,  as  to  the  particulaiB  for  whidi 
the  plaintiffs  ask.  According  to  the  ordinary  practice, 
thej  ought  to  be  given ;  bj  analogy  to  the  case  of  a 
plea  of  set-off,  under  which  particulars  must  be  given, 
in  order  to  do  away  with  the  hardship  on  the  plaintiff 
which  would  otherwise  be  caused  by  the  generality  of 
the  plea.  Next,  as  to  the  memorandum.  I  think  that 
inspection  of  it  ought  to  be  granted  to  the  plaintifl^ 
who,  in  one  sense,  may  be  said  to  be  interested  in 
it.  I  concur  in  what  has  been  said,  as  to  that,  by  my 
brother  Wightman  ;  and  I  am  also  disposed  to  agree  in 
the  dicta  of  fVilUams  J.  in  Price  v.  Harriion{d^  with 
this  qualification,  that,  although  the  document  of  which 
inspection  is  sought  is  relied  upon  in  the  pleadings 
of  the  party  in  whose  possession  it  is,  the  inspec- 
tion  ought  not  to  be  granted  if  the  Court  sees  that 
the  application  is  made  for  an  improper  purpose.  The 
distinction  between  documents  under  seal  and  not 
under  seal  has,  of  late,  been  done  away  with  for  many 
purposes,  and  I  am  satisfied  that  it  cannot  have  been 
the  intention  of  the  Legislature,  in  abolishing  oyer,  to 
abrogate  the  general  right  of  litigants  to  inspect  docu- 
ments set  up  against  them  in  the  pleadings  of  thor 
opponents.  Any  abuse  of  that  right  is  effectually  pre- 
vented by  the  matter  being  left  in  the  discretion  of  the 
Court, 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
the  interest  which  the  plaintiffs  have  in  the  memoran- 
dum entitles  them  to  the  inspection  which  they  seek; 
and  that  they  are  also  entitled  thereto,  according  to  the 
rule  laid  down  in  Price  v.  Harrison  {a).  In  making 
{a)  8  C.  B.  N.  8,  617.  634. 
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ibis  rule  absolute^  it  does  not  seem  to  me  that  we  are        1861. 
going  counter  to  the  principles  upon  which  the  Courts        qwen 
of  equity  act     In  Latimer  v.  Neate  (a),  Latimer  claimed      nickbon. 
to  be  the  lawful  owner  of  goods  and  chattels  in  the 
visible  user  and  enjoyment  of  the  Duke  of  Marlborough^ 
and  NeatCf  a  judgment  creditor  of  the  Duke,  filed  a  bill 
against  him  and  Latimer^  charging  that  bills  of  sale  and 
assignments  of  the  said  goods  and  chattels  had  been 
executed  by  the  Duke  to  Latimer  without  consideration^ 
and  that  they  were  void  as  against  Neate.     Latimer^  by 
his  answer,  admitted  that  the  bills  of  sale  and  assign- 
ments were  in  his  possession,  but  said  that  they  were 
executed  to  him  for  full  consideration,  and  that  the 
Duke  had  only  the  permissive,  not  the  absolute,  use  of 
the  goods;  and  Latimer^  by  his  further  answer,  claimed 
to  have  an  equitable  lien  on  the  goods  for  money  ad- 
vanced ;  and  he  set  forth  in  a  schedule  abstracts  of  the 
bills  of  sale  and   assignments.     It  was  held  that  Neate 
was  entitled  to  inspection  of  the  bills  of  sale  and  assign- 
ments, on  the  grounds,  first,  that  these  instruments  were 
only  a  mortgage  security;  and,  secondly,  that  Neate  had 
a  right  to  see  if  the  abstracts  corresponded  with  the 
originals,  in  order  to  ascertain  what  he  would  have  to 
pay  to  Latimer  in  redeeming  the  mortgage.     That  case 
IB  very  nearly  in  point,  and  authorizes  us  to  make  the 
order  for  inspection.   As  to  the  particulars,  also,  I  think 
that  the  plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  the  order.     Now  that 
a  general  mode  of  pleading  is  allowed,  the  Court  will 
always  assist  a  party  who  is  embarrassed  thereby. 

Rule  absolute. 

(fl)  4a#i^>i.570. 
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The  Judges  of  the  Court  of  Queen's  Bench  who  sat  in 

Banc  in  this  Vacation  were : 

COCKBURN  C.  J. 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  Hill  J. 

Cbompton  J.  I         Blackbubn  J. 


Wednesd^,  Mabples  aqainst  Habtlet. 

February  6th.  " 

Stat  17  &  18  T^HIS  was  an  interpleader  issue^  to  try  the  title  to 
eniwtBthat*   *         certain  goods  seized  in  execution^  on  5th  Jufy,  1860, 

every  bill  of 
sale  of  personal 

chattels  shall  be  filed  "  within  twenty-one  days  after  the  maldng  or  giving  of  sndi  biB 
of  sale,"  "  otherwise  such  bill  of  sale  shall/'  *.*  as  against  all  shm£f 's  officers  and  other 
persons  seizing  any  property  or  effects  comprised  in  such  bill  of  sale  in  the  ezeeutioo  of 
any  process  of  any  Court  of  law  or  equity  authorizing  the  seizure  of  the  goods  of  the 
person  by  whom"  "such  bill  of  sale  shall  have  been  made,  and  against  ereiy  persoo  on 
whose  behalf  such  process  shall  have  been  issued,  be  null  and  void  to  all  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,  so  far  as  reeards  the  property  in  or  riffht  to  the  possession  of  any 
personal  chattels  comprised  in  such  bill  of  sale,  which  at  or  after  the  time"  "  of  executing 
such  process,"  **  and  after  the  expiration  of  the  said  period  of  twentv-one  days,  shall  be 
in  the  possession  or  apparent  possession  of  the  person  making  such  bill  of  sale." 

Hela  that,  under  tnis  enactment,  the  assignee  of  goods  assigned  by  a  bill  of  sale  has 
twenty- one  days  from  the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale,  within  which  he  may  either  file  the 
bUl  of  sale  or  take  the  ffoods  out  of  the  apparent  possession  of  the  assizor.  That 
therefore,  the  title  of  such  assignee  to  the  goods  is  not  defeated  by  their  seueuze,  while 
in  the  apparent  possession  of  the  assignor  but  before  the  twenty-one  days  have  extHTsd, 
under  a  £  £».  issued  against  the  goods  of  the  assignor  by  an  execution  creditor. 
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by  the  sheriff  of  Derbyshire^   under  a   writ  of  fi.   ft.        1861. 
dated  3rd  July^  1860.  harplis 

At  the  trial,   before  ErU  C.  J.,  at  the  Derbyshire     habtlit. 
Summer  Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  writ  of  fi. 
fiu  was  issued  on  a  judgment  obtained  by  the  present 
defendant  against  one  Shemwell,  and  that  the  goods, 
when  seized  under  the  writ,  were  m  the  possession  of 
JShemwelL     On  27th  June,  1860,  Shemwell  made  a  bill 
of  sale  of.  his   goods  to  the  plaintiff;    in  which  the 
goods  seized  under  the  fi.  fa.  on  5th  July  were  included. 
At  the  time  of  that  seizure  the  bill  of  sale  had  not 
been  enrolled ;  and  it  was  contended  for  the  defendant 
that,  on  that  account,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
Erk  C.  J.,  however,   held  that   the  plaintiff  was  not 
precluded,  under  stat.    17  &   18    VicL  c.   36.   s.   1., 
firom  recovering  by  reason  of  his  not  having  enrolled 
the    bill    of   sale    before    the   seizure   of   the   goods. 
The   plaintiff  accordingly  had  a  verdict :    and  leave 
was  reserved  to  the  defendant  to  move  to  set  it  aside, 
and    to    enter    a    verdict  for    the  defendant  instead 
thereof. 

Field  had  obtained  a  rule  to  that  effect. 

Hayes  Serjt  now  shewed  cause.  The  goods,  when 
seized  by  the  sheriff,  were  the  property  of  the  plaintiff. 
Stat.  17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36.  s.  1.  enacts  that  every  bill  of 
sale  of  personal  chattels  shall  be  filed  ^  within  twenty- 
one  days  after  the  making  or  giving  of  such  bill  of  sale,'* 
'^  otherwise  such  bill  of  sale  shall,"  '*as  against  all 
sheriff's  oflScers  and  other  persons  seizing  any  property  or 
effects  comprised  in  such  bill  of  sale  in  the  execution  of 
any  process  of  any  Court  of  law  or  equity  authorizing 
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Hastlbt. 


612  HILARY  VACATION. 

1861.  ^®  seizure  of  the  goods  of  the  person  by  whom  or  of 
whose  goods  such  bill  of  sale  shall  have  been  made,  and 
against  every  person  on  whose  behalf  such  process  shall 
have  been  issued,  be  null  and  void  to  ail  intents  and 
purposes  whatsoever,  so  far  as  regards  the  property  in  or 
right  to  the  possession  of  any  personal  chattels  comprised 
in  such  bill  of  sale^  which  at  or  after  the  time**  **  of 
executing  such  process,"  ''  and  after  the  expiration  of 
the  said  period  of  twenty-one  days,  shall  be  in  the  pos- 
session or  apparent  possession  of  the  person  making  such 
bill  of  sale.'*  This  section  gives  the  person  to  whom  a 
bill  of  sale  is  made  twenty-one  days  from  its  date  in 
which  to  file  it ;  and  if,  as  in  the  present  case,  process 
issues  and  is  executed  against  the  goods  of  the  asdgnor 
within  those  twenty-one  days,  the  bill  of  sale  b  not 
thereby  made  null  and  void.  The  true  construction  of 
the  section  is,  that  it  gives  an  execution  creditor  a  better 
title  to  goods  left  in  the  possession  of  the  execution 
debtor,  than  a  person  claiming  them  under  a  bill  of  sale 
fi-om  the  debtor,  if  twenty-one  days  have  elapsed  firom 
the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale,  and  if,  notwithstanding,  the 
bill  has  not  been  filed :  but  that  it  does  not  require  the 
bill  to  be  filed  before  the  last  of  the  twenty-one  days. 
[Hill  J.  The  statute  makes  the  bill  of  sale^  if  not  filed, 
null  and  void,  so  far  as  regards  the  property  in  or  right 
to  the  possession  of  goods  which,  at  or  after  the  time  of 
executing  process  against  the  goods  of  the  assignor,  are 
in  his  apparent  possession.  And,  by  sect.  7,  the  goods 
are  to  be  deemed  in  the  ''  apparent  possession"  of  the 
assignor,  ''so  long  as  they  shall  remain  or  be  in  or 
upon  any  house,^'  *'  land,  or  other  premises  occupied  by 
him,"  ''  notwithstanding  that  formal  possession"  of  them 


7. 
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'*  may  have  been  taken  by  or  given  to  any  other  person/']        1861. 
That  definition  of  *'  apparent  possession**  does  not  apply      Uarvjm~ 
to  goods  remaining  on  the  premises  of  the  assignor  after 
they  have  been  taken  in  execution.     But,  assuming  that 
it  does,  the  statute  evidently  contemplates  an  apparent 
possession  continuing  beyond  the  twenty-one  days. 

Field  was  then  called  upon  to  support  the  rule. 

Field,  in  support  of  the  rule.  The  statute  requires 
that  the  bill  of  sale  should  have  been  filed  before  the 
goods  are  actually  seized  under  process  against  the 
assignor ;  whether  or  not  the  seizure  takes  place  within 
the  twenty-one  days.  [Hill  J.  Are  you  not  bound 
to  shew  that  the  apparent  possession  by  the  assignor 
continued  beyond  the  twenty-one  days  ?  Wightman  J. 
If  the  time  allowed  by  the  Act  for  filing  the  bill  of 
sale  has  not  elapsed  before  the  goods  are  taken  in 
execution^  how  has  the  assignee^  at  the  time  of  the 
seizure,  failed  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the 
Act?] 

CocKBUBN  C.  J.  This  is  a  very  clear  case.  The  sta- 
tute requires  that,  in  order  that  a  bill  of  sale  of  goods 
may  be  null  and  void  as  against  the  assignee,  the  assignor 
shall  be  left  in  apparent  possession  of  the  goods  for 
twenty-one  days  after  the  bill  of  sale  is  given,  and  that 
the  bill  of  sale  shall  not  have  been  filed  within  that  period. 
The  assignee  has,  therefore,  twenty-one  days  from  the 
date  of  the  bill  of  sale,  within  which  either  to  take  the 
goods  out  of  the  assignor's  possession,  or  to  perfect  his 
own  title  to  them  by  filing  the  bill  of  sale.    During  the 
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1861.        twenty-one  days  the  assignee  has  at  all  events  a  temporary 
jl^pj^^  ■  title  to  the  goods  of  which  he  cannot  be  deprived  by 
their  seizure  by  the  sheriff. 


Haktlbt. 


WiQHTifAN  J.  and  Hill  J.  concurred. 

Rule  discharged. 


Wedneadi^,         Anderson  ogaiTist  The  Midland   Railway 

Company. 

Stat  11  G^.2.  nPHE  first  count  of  the  declaration  alleged  that  defen- 
oiact/'that  dants  were  common  carriers,  for  hire,  of  goods  and 

tenan?^"  for  chattels,  firom  a  certain  station,  at  Deffinrd,  in  the  county 
to^o?^S».  ®^  Gloucester,  to  Bristol;  and  that,  on  24th  September, 
at  will,  suffer-   1859,  plaintiff  caused  to  be  delivered  to  them,  as  such 

ance,  or  other-  ^     *^ 

wise,  of  any      carriers,  certain  goods  and  chattels,  to  be  taken  care  of 

messuages, 

lands,  tene-      and  carried  by  them  from  the  said  station  at  Defford  to 

h^^t^ents,  Bristol.    Breach,  that  defendants  did  not  carry  the  said 

upon  the 

demise  or 

holding  whereof  any  rent  is  or  shall  be  reserved,  due,  or  made  payable,  shall  fraudulent^ 

or  clandestinely  conyev  away"  ''from  such  premises,  his"  "goods  or  chattels,  to  preyent 

the  landlord"  "  from  distraining  the  same  for  arrears  of  rent  so  resenred,  due,  or  made 

payable,"  the  landlord  may,  wi&in  thirty  days  next  after  such  fraudulent  remoyal,  fidlow 

and  seize  the  goods  as  a  distress  for  the  arrears  of  rent  due. 

A.,  in  May^  1859,  entered  into  an  agreement,  not  under  seal,  with  M.,  by  which  Jf. 
agreed  forthwith  to  grant  A.  a  yalid  lease  under  seal  of  a  house  and  premises,  for  three 
years  from  25th  May,  1859,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  84/.,  payable  quarterly.  The  agreement 
specified  the  lessor's  and  lessee's  covenants  to  be  contained  in  the  lease;  and  it  concluded 
as  follows ;  "  It  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that  these  presents  shall  operate  as  an  agree- 
ment only;  and  that,  until  a  lease  sluJl  be  executed,  the  rent,  covenants  and  agreements 
ap;reed  to  be  therein  reserved  and  contained  shall  be  paid  and  observed,  and  the  several 
nghts  and  remedies  shidl  be  enforced,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the  same  had  been 
actually  executed."  No  lease  was  drawn  up,  but  A,  entered  into  possession,  and  remained 
till  a  quarter's  rent  became  due,  when  he  fraudulently  removed  his  goods  from  the  pre- 
mises, to  prevent  their  being  distrained. 

Held  that  the  agreement,  coupled  with  A.*a  entry  into  poeseesion,  made  A.  tenant  at 
will  to  M,  at  a  fixed  reserved  rent^  for  which  M.  had.  a  riffht  to  distrain ;  and  that,  there- 
fiire,  if.  waa  entitled,  under  stat  II  G.  2,  c.  19.  «.  1.,  to  follow  and  seize  A,'a  goods. 
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goods  to  Bristol;  and  that,  by  defendant's  negligence, 
the  said  goods  were  wholly  lost  to  plaintiff. 

Second  count.  For  that  the  goods  were  so  delivered 
to  defendants^  to  be  carried  to  Bristol,  as  in  the  first 
count  mentioned;  and  that  defendants  promised  plaintiff 
to  carry  them  safely  to  Bristol  and  deliver  them  to 
plaintiff  there,  within  a  reasonable  time.  Breach,  that 
defendants  would  not,  within  such  reasonable  time, 
carry  the  said  goods  to  Bristol,  or  deliver  them  there  to 
plaintiff,  and  that  the  said  goods  were  wholly  lost  to 
plaintiff. 

Third  count.  Trover  for  the  goods. 

Pleas.  1.  To  first  count,  except  to  so  much  of  the 
breach  as  charges  negligence  and  carelessness:  That, 
before  the  delivery  of  the  said  goods  to  defendants, 
plaintiff,  then  being  a  tenant  for  a  term  of  years  of  a 
messuage  and  hereditaments,  upon  the  demise  of  which 
rent  was  reserved,  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  did 
convey  from  such  messuage  and  hereditaments  the  said 
goods  and  chattels  in  the  said  first  count  mentioned, 
the  same  then  being  his  goods  and  chattels,  to  prevent 
one  Marsden,  the  landlord,  from  distraining  the  same 
for  certain  arrears  of  the  said  rent  then  due  and  payable; 
and  brought  the  same  to  the  said  station,  and  then,  as 
in  the  said  first  count  mentioned,  caused  the  same  to  be 
delivered  to  the  defendants  at  the  said  station.  Aver- 
ments: That,  within  the  space  of  thirty  days  next 
ensuing  the  said  carrying  away  of  the  said  goods  and 
chattels,  and  before  the  committing  of  the  breach  herein 
pleaded  to,  or  any  part  thereof,  the  said  Marsden,  being 
such  landlord  as  aforesaid,  took  and  seized  the  said  goods 
and  chattels,  then  found  at  the  said  station,  as  a  distress  for 
the  said  arrears  of  the  said  rent,  as  the  said  Marsden  law. 
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fully  might,  according  to  the  statate  in  such  case  made 
and  provided;  and  that  defendants,  by  their  servants, 
suffered  the  said  seizure  to  be  made,  and  afterwards,  at 
the  request  of  the  said  Marsden,  the  said  arrears  still 
continuing  due,  kept  the  same  impounded  as  such  dis- 
tress, at  the  said  station,  for  the  said  Marsden^  until  the 
said  Marsdetif  while  the  said  arrears  were  still  due,  took 
the  same  as  such  distress  out  of  the  possession  of  defen- 
dants with  their  consent,  and  sold  the  same  mider  the 
said  distress ;  whereby  the  same  were  lost  to  the  plun- 
tiff,  and  the  defendants  were  prevented  from  carrying 
the  said  goods,  and  committed  the  breach  herein  pleaded 
to.  Issue  thereon.  2.  A  similar  plea  to  the  second 
count.    Issue  thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Hill  J.,  at  the  fForeesiershire 
Summer  Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  plaintiff,  in 
the  month  of  April,  1859,  had  entered  into  a  negotiation 
with  a  Mrs.  Marsden,  for  the  hiring  of  a  house  and 
premises  at  Kempsey,  in  fFarcesterMhire,  of  which  she 
was  the  owner.  In  May,  1859,  an  agreement  was 
entered  into  between  Mrs.  Marsden  and  the  plaintiff, 
which,  so  far  as  it  is  material,  was  as  follows. — **  An  agree- 
ment," ^^  whereby  the  said  H.  Marsden  agrees  to  and 
with  the  said  G.  Anderson,"*  **  that  the  said  jBI  Marsden^ 
**  will,  by  indenture  to  be  forthwith  prepared,  and  to  be 
duly  executed  by  the  said  parties  hereto,  grant  unto 
the  said  G.  Anderson*'  **  a  valid  lease  in  law  of  all  that 
dwelling  house  and  premises'*  &c.,  "  to  hold  the  same 
unto  the  said  G.  Anderson,  for  the  term  of  three  yean 
from  25th  May  instant,  at  the  yearly  rent  of  84/.,  pay- 
able by  four  equal  quarterly  instalments,  on"  &c.  ^  And 
it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that  in  such  lease  shall  be 
contained  covenants  on  the  lessee's  part   as  follows  ** 
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(The  covenants  were  here  set  out.)  ^' And  the  said  O. 
Anderson  doth  hereby"  **  agree  with  the  said  H.  Mar^ 
den^  *'  that  the  said  G.  Anderson  will  accept  such  lease 
on  the  terms  and  conditions  aforesaid,  and  pay  one 
moiety  of  the  charges  thereof  "And  the  said  H. 
Marsden"'  "  agrees  with  the  said  G.  Anderson^  ''  that  in 
such  lease  shall  be  contained  a  covenant  for  quiet  enjoy- 
ment by  the  said  G.  Anderson  during  the  said  term. 
And  it  is  hereby  mutually  agreed  that  these  presents 
shall  operate  as  an  agreement  only ;  and  that,  until  a 
lease  shall  be  executed,  the  rent,  covenants  and  agree- 
ments agreed  to  be  therein  reserved  and  contained  shall 
be  paid  and  observed,  and  the  several  rights  and  reme- 
dies shall  be  enforced,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  the 
same  had  been  actually  executed.^ 

The  plaintiff  was  then  let  into  possession  of  the  house 
and  premises,  and  continued  to  reside  there  till  after  the 
first  quarter's  rent  became  due  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  agreement.  Application  was  made  for  the  amount 
due,  but  he  refused  to  pay,  alleging  that  certain  repairs 
had  not  been  completed  according  to  Mrs.  Maraden's 
promise.  On  23rd  September ^  1859,  he  removed  all  the 
effects  which  he  had  in  the  house  to  the  Defford  Station, 
on  the  defendants'  railway,  where  they  were  soon  after- 
war^  seized  by  Mrs.  Marsden^  to  whom  the  defendants 
gave  them  up.  It  was  clearly  made  out  that  the  goods 
had  been  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  removed  by  the 
plaintiff;  and  the  jury,  under  the  direction  of  the 
learned  Judge,  returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendants, 
leave  being  reserved  to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter 
the  verdict  for  him. 
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Pigott  Serjt.  had  obtained  a  rule,  calling  upon  the 
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defendants  to  shew  cause  why  the  venKct  should  not 
be  set  aside,  and  a  verdict,  with  75L  damages,  entered 
for  the  plaintiff  instead  thereof,  on  the  grounds  that 
the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  Mandem  was 
not  a  demise;  that  there  was  no  right  to  distrun; 
and  that  there  was  no  right  in  the  landlord  to  take  the 
goods  as  a  distress  for  rent. 


Phipion  now  shewed  caose.  The  other  side  will  say 
that  the  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and  Mrs.  Man' 
den  did  not  amount  to  a  demise;  and  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  plaintiff's  occupation  of  the  house  under  it  was  not 
as  tenant  under  a  demise  whereby  rent  was  resenred, 
due,  or  made  payable,  within  the  meaning  of  stat.  11 
G.  2.  c.  19.  ».  1.,  Mrs.  Martden  had  no  right,  under 
that  statute,  to  follow  and  distrain  the  plaintiff^s  goods. 
That  statute  enacts  that  '*  In  case  any  tenant  or  tenants, 
lessee  or  lessees  for  life  or  lives,  term  of  years,  at  will, 
sufferance,  or  otherwise,  of  any  messuages,  lands^  tene- 
ments, or  hereditaments,  upon  the  demise  or  holding 
whereof  any  rent  is  or  shall  be  reserved,  due,  or  made 
payable,  shall  fraudulently  or  clandestinely  convey  away, 
or  carry  off  or  from  such  premises,  his,  her,  or  their 
goods  or  chattels,  to  prevent  the  landlord  or  lessor,  land- 
lords or  lessors,  from  distraining  the  same  for  arrears  of 
rent  so  reserved,  due,  or  made  payable ;"  the  landlord  or 
landlords  may,  within  thirty  days  next  ensuing  such 
conveying  away  or  carrying  off  such  goods  and  chattels, 
take  and  seize  them,  wherever  they  shall  be  found,  as  a 
distress  for  the  said  arrears  of  rent.  Now,  whatever 
was  the  effect  of  the  agreement,  it  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  going  into  occupation  of  the  house  in  pur- 
suance of  it,  became  a  tenant  to  Mrs.  Mar^den^  within 
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the  very  general  language  of  the  statute.     And  even  if       1861. 
the  reference,  in  the  agreement,  to  a  future  lease  to  be     audbmoh 
drawn  up,  prevents  the  agreement  from  being  a  demise,      Midland 
strictly  speaking,  at  all  events  it  created  a  **  holding"  at      ^*^^*^ 
a  fixed  rent,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute.    The 
agreement  did,  however,  create  a  demise  sufficient  to 
satisfy  the  Act.   It  shews  an  apparent  intention,  on  the 
face  of  it,  that  Mrs.  Marsden  should  give,  and  the  plain- 
tiff should  take,  possession  of  the  house,  at  a  fixed  yearly 
rent;  and  it  expressly  provides  that  the  rent  shall  be 
pud,  and  all  the  other  stipulations  observed,  before  the 
contemplated  lease  is  executed,  in  the  same  manner  as 
if  that  lease  had  been  drawn  up  at  once.     It  therefore 
amounted  to  a  present  demise,  at  a  rent  certain,  and, 
being  acted  upon  by  the  plaintiff's  entry  into  possession, 
created  the  status  of  landlord  and  tenant  between  the 
parties,  which  is  all  that  the  statute  requires.     In  Pinero 
T.  Judion  (a)  an  agreement  precisely  similar  in  effect  to 
the  present  was  held  to  amount  to  an  actual  demise. 
(He  was  then  stopped.) 

Dawdeswett,  in  support  of  the  rule.  Pinero  v.  Jud" 
son  (a)  was  decided  before  the  passing  of  stat.  8  &  9 
Fict.  c.  106.,  by  sect.  3  of  which  **  A  lease,  required  by 
law  to  be  in  writing,  of  any  tenements  or  hereditaments," 
"  made  after**  '*  1st  October,  1845,  shall"  "  be  void  at  law, 
unless  made  by  deed.**  The  present  agreement,  either 
as  a  lease  for  a  term  of  more  than  three  years  from  the 
making  thereof,  or  as  the  grant  of  an  uncertain  interest 
in  lands,  was  required  by  the  Statute  of  Frauds  to  be  in 
writing,  and  is  therefore,  not  being  under  seal,  void  at 

(a)  6  Binff.  200. 


620 


HILARY  VACATION. 


1861. 


Akdebsoh 

r. 
Mtdlasd 
Railway 
Company. 


law.  [JFiffhtman  J.  Do  yoa  say  that  the  plaintiflF  wis 
a  trespasser  in  going  into  occupation  of  the  house?]  It 
may  be  admitted  that  he  became  tenant  at  will,  but  not 
at  a  6xed  rent.  \_Cockburn  C.  J.  He  agreed  to  pay  a 
certain  rent,  and  that  the  respective  rights  and  remediet 
of  the  landlonl  and  himself  should  be  enforceable  just 
as  though  a  lease  had  been  executed.]  That  would  not 
turn  the  executory  demise  contemplated  by  the  agree- 
ment into  an  actual  present  demise.  Although  an  in- 
tended lessee  who  enters  into  possession  under  a  mere 
agreement  for  a  lease,  not  amounting  to  an  actual  de- 
mise, becomes  thereby  tenant  at  will,  an  actual  tenanqf 
at  an  agreed  rent,  recoverable  by  distress,  is  not  created 
until  he  pays  part  of  the  agreed  rent,  or  does  something 
equivalent;  Hegan  v.  Johnson {a\  Dunk  v.  Htmter{h\ 
[Hill  J.  Those  cases  proceeded  on  the  ground  that  the 
parties  to  the  agreements  had  left  it  doubtful  when  the 
tenancy  was  to  commence,  or  the  rent  to  become  doe. 
But  in  the  present  case,  as  in  Pinero  v.  Judum  (eX  the 
agreement  makes  positive  provision  for  the  commence- 
ment of  the  tenancy  and  the  rent,  and  the  amount  of 
the  latter.] 


CocKBURN  C.  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule 
must  be  discharged.  In  order  to  ascertain  the  intention 
of  the  parties,  we  must  look  at  the  whole  instrument; 
and  we  must  see  what  has  been  done  under  it.  Tlie 
agreement  before  us  contemplated  two  things:  one,  that 
a  lease,  containing  certain  specified  covenants  and  con- 
ditions, should  thereafter  be  executed ;  the  other,  that, 
in  the  meantime,  the  tenant  should  be  let  into  possession, 

(a)  2  Taunt.  147.  {h)  bB,^Ald,  322, 

(c)  6  Binff.  206. 
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and  enjoy  the  premises  upon  the  same  terms  as  those  to 
be  contained  in  that  lease.  The  question  arises,  upon 
this,  whether  such  an  arrangement  creates  an  immediate 
tenancy^  and^  if  so,  such  a  tenancy  as  to  give  the  land- 
lord a  right  of  distress.  I  have  no  doubt  that  an  imme- 
diate tenancy  at  will  was  created,  either  by  the  terms  of 
the  agreement,  or  else  under  sect.  1  of  The  Statute  of 
Frauds  (a),  assuming  Mr.  DowdeswelTs  argument  that 
the  agreement  was  void  at  law  by  reason  of  stat.  8  &  9 
Vict,  c,  106.,  as  not  being  under  seal,  to  be  well  founded. 
The  tenancy  thus  created  was,  by  the  words  of  the 
agreement,  at  a  fixed  and  ascertained  rent,  commencing 
at  an  ascertained  date :  and,  that  being  so,  it  follows  that 
the  landlord  had  a  right  to  distrain.  The  cases  which 
Mr.  Dowdeswell  has  cited  are  distinguishable,  on  the 
ground  that  the  agreements  for  leases,  there  in  question, 
unlike  the  present  agreement,  made  no  provision  for  the 
status  of  the  parties  to  them  during  the  interval  before 
the  leases  were  executed. 
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WiGHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  Stat.  1 1 
G.  2.  c.  19.  s.  1.  gives  a  landlord  the  right  to  follow  and 
seize  goods  fraudulently  and  clandestinely  removed  by 
a  tenant  to  prevent  their  being  distrained  for  rent,  in  all 
cases  where  the  tenant  has  become  such  by  a  demise  or 
holding  upon  which  any  rent  is  reserved,  due,  or  made 
payable.  Here,  the  parties  agreed  that  the  tenant  should 


(a)  Stat.  29  Car,  2.  c.  3.,  enacting,  by  sect  1,  "  That"  "  all  leases,"  "  or 
terms  of  years,  or  any  uncertain  interest  of,  in,  to  or  out  of  any  mes- 
suages," "lands,  tenements  or  hereditaments,  made  and  created"  "by 
parol,  and  not  put  in  writing  and  signed  by  the  parties,"  "  shall  haye 
the  force  and  e£fect  of  leases  or  estates  at  will  only." 
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have  a  formal  lease  under  seal,  but  that  he  should  id 
the  meantime  hold  upon  the  same  terms  that  were  to 
be  contained  in  the  lease:  and,  consequently,  that  he 
should  pay  the  fixed  rent  which  was  to  be  reserved  by 
the  lease.  The  plaintiff  was,  therefore,  tenant  at  a  fixed 
rent  to  Mrs.  Marsden,  and  she  was  entitled  to  avail  her- 
self of  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  I  agree  with  the 
Lord  Chief  Justice  as  to  the  distinction  which  exists 
between  the  present  case  and  those  cited  by  Mr. 
Dowdeswell, 


Hill  J.  I  also  think  that  this  rule  should  be  dis- 
charged. The  agreement  was  primarily  framed  with  a 
view  to  a  lease  for  three  years,  to  be  afterwards  drawn 
up.  But  the  parties  stipulate,  further,  that  until  that 
lease  is  granted  its  terms  shall  be  binding  on  both  of 
them.  Thereupon,  the  plaintiff  entered  into  occupation 
of  the  premises.  Now,  when  a  party  to  an  agreement 
for  a  lease  enters  into  possession  before  the  lease  is 
executed,  he  becomes  in  the  first  instance  a  tenant  at 
will,  and  the  other  party  has  no  right  to  distrain  until 
either  the  tenant  has  paid  rent,  or  the  precise  amount  of 
the  rent  which  he  is  to  pay  has  been  agreed  upon. 
Littledale  J.  says,  in  Hamerton  v.  Stead  (a),  '*  Where 
parties  enter  under  a  mere  agreement  for  a  future  lease 
they  are  tenants  at  will ;  and  if  rent  is  paid  under  the 
agreement,  they  become  tenants  from  year  to  year,  de- 
terminable on  the  execution  of  the  lease  contracted  for, 
that  being  the  primary  contract.  But  if  no  rent  is 
paid,  still  before  the  execution  of  a  lease  the  relation  of 
landlord  and  tenant  exists,  the  parties  having  entered 


\,a)  ,3  li.  4-  C\  47P.  483. 
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with  a  view  to  a  lease  and  not  a  purchase."  And 
Saunders  v.  Musgrave  (a)  shews  that  an  agreement  that 
a  fixed  rent  shall  be  paid  has  the  same  effect,  in  giving 
the  landlord  a  right  to  distrain,  as  actual  payment  of 
rent. 

Rule  discharged. 
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SiNDEN  and  others  against  Banks. 


Wednesday, 
February  6th. 
Friday, 
February  8th. 


DECLARATION,  containing  common  money  counts,  The  Friendly 
'  ^  .  Societies  Act, 

by  trustees  of  a  friendly  society,  being  a  society   10(r.4.  c.aa, 

enacts,  by 
entitled  to  enjoy  all  the  exemptions  and  privileges  con-  sect  27,  "that 

ferred  on  friendly  societies  by  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  63.,  ^madeby 

one  or  more  of 
the  rules  of 
eveiy  such  society,"  "  specifying  whether  a  reference  of  every  matter  in  dispute  between 
any  such  society,  or  any  person  acting  under  them,  and  any  individual  member  thereof, 
or  person  claiming  on  account  of  any  member,  shall  be  made  to"  "justices  of  the  peace" 
"  or  to  arbitrators."  The  subsequent  Act,  18  &  19  Vict,  c,  63.,  which  bjr  sect.  1  repeals 
the  former,  "  save  and  except  as  to  any  offences  committed,  or  penalties  or  liabilities 
incurred,  or  bond  or  security  given,  or  proceedings  taken  under  the  same,  before  the 
commencement  of"  the  repealing  Act,  by  sect.  40  enacts,  that  "  every  dispute  between 
any  member  or  members  of  any  society  established  under  this  Act  or  any  of 'the  Acts 
hereby'repealed,  or  anv  person  claiming  through  or  under  a  member,  or  under  the  riiles 
of  such  society,  and  the  trustee,  treasurer,  or  other  officer,  or  the  committee  thereof, 
shall  be  decided  in  manner  directed  by  the  rules  of  such  society,  and  the  decision  so 
made  shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties,  without  append." 

I'he  rules  of  a  friendly  society  formed  under  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  66.  provided  that  if  any 
dispute  should  arise  as  to  the  legality  or  payment  of  any  fine,  money,  or  allowance,  or 
as  to  the  disqualification  of  any  member  at  the  time  of  his  admission,  or  between  any 
officer  and  member,  it  should  be  referred  to  the  decision  of  the  committee  of  the  society, 
from  whom  there  should  be  an  appeal  to  justices. 

Before  July,  1855,  when  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  came  into  operation,  defendant, 
the  treasurer  of  this  society,  received,  as  such,  certain  moneys,  the  balance  of  which  he 
failed  to  pay  over  to  plaintiffs,  the  society's  trustees,  and  to  recover  which  plaintiffs 
after  that  date  brought  this  action. 

Held  that,  whether  the  case  was  governed  by  stat.  10  G,  4.  c.  56.  or  by  stat.  18  &  19 
Vict,  c.  63.,  the  action  lay  :  for  that  the  plain tiflfs*  claim  was  not  a  dispute  between 
the  society  and  the  defendant  in  his  capacity  as  an  individual  member  of  it,  which 
disputes  alone  were  required  by  either  statute  to  be  dealt  with  under  the  society's  rules, 
And  otherwise  than  by  action. 

Held,  by  HUl  J.,  that  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  governed  the  oai^e. 

2  8  2 
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J ^6 1.  entitled  "An  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  law 
~  SisDKx       relating  to  friendly  societies.** 

Plea.  That,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  commenee^ 
roent  of  this  suit,  the  claim  now  made  in  the  dedantioo 
was  made  by  plaintiffs,  as  snch  trustees  as  aforesud,  on 
defendant  as  a  member  of  the  said  society,  and  was  a 
matter  in  dispute  between  defendant  as  such  member 
and  plaintiffs  as  such  tnistees  as  aforesaid,  which 
was,  at  the  said  times  aforesaid,  and  is  by  the  rules  of 
the  said  society  directed  to  be  decided  otherwise  than 
by  action  at  law,  to  wit,  by  justices  of  the  peace.  That 
the  said  society  was,  at  the  time  of  the  pasring  of  the 
said  statute  in  the  declaration  mentioned,  a  subsisting 
society,  which  had  been  theretofore  formed  and  esta- 
blished under  the  Acts  thereby  repealed,  and  the  rules 
of  which  had  been  and  were  confirmed,  roistered  and 
certified  under  the  said  repealed  Acts,  before  the  passing 
of  the  statute  in  the  declaration  mentioned ;  and  which 
said  rules  of  the  said  society  were  in  force  before  and  at 
the  times  of  the  existence  of  the  said  dispute  and  daima, 
and  at  the  commencement  of  this  suit,  and  still  are  in 
force  and  binding  upon  plaintiffs  as  such  trustees  as 
aforesaid,  and  on  defendant  as  such  member  of  the 
said  society  as  aforesaid,  by  virtue  of  the  statute  in  sticb 
case  made  and  provided. 

Replication.  That  the  claim  in  the  declaration  men- 
tioned accrued  after  the  passing  and  coming  into  opera- 
tion of  Stat.  18  &  19  llcL  c.  63.,  entitled  '<  An  Act  to 
consolidate  and  amend  the  law  relating  to  firiendly 
societies.'*  That  the  said  society,  before  and  at  the  time 
when  the  said  claim  accrued,  was  a  society  established 
to  enjoy  and  enjoying  all  the  privileges  and  exemptions 
bv  the  said  Act  conferred  on  societies  to  be  established 
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thereunder;   and  that  the  sections  of  the  said  Act  in        1861. 
the  11th  section  thereof  specially  enumerated  extended       sindbn 
and  were  applicable  to  the  said  society,  and  the  said       bajkks 
claim    was    and    is    a    claim    against'  defendant     as 
treasurer  of  the  said  society,  for  a  balance  appearing  to 
be  due  from  him  upon  the  account  last  rendered  by 
him  as  and  whilst  he  was  such  treasurer,  and  for  money 
since   then   received   by  him  on  account  of  the   said 
society  whilst  he  was,  and  as,  such  treasurer  thereof,  and 
not  otherwise.     General  averment  of  performance  of  all 
conditions  precedent. 

Rejoinder.  That  the  said  account  rendered  by  de- 
fendant as  such  treasurer  as  aforesaid  was  not  rendered 
or  audited  after  the  passing  or  coming  into  operation  of 
the  said  Act  to  consolidate  and  amend  the  law  relating 
to  friendly  societies,  in  the  replication  mentioned.  Issue 
thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  Sussex  Summer 
Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant  bad  been 
for  many  years  treasurer  of  the  friendly  society  of  which 
the  plaintifib  were  the  trustees ;  which  was  formed  under 
Stat.  10  G.  4,  c,  56.,  and  the  rules  of  which,  so  far  as 
they  are  material,  will  be  found  referred  to  in  the  argu- 
ment. The  defendant  resigned  his  office  in  Aprils 
1856.     The  present  action  was  commenced  to  recover  j 

from  him  the  sum  of  30/.,  the  balance  of  moneys 
received  by  him  as  treasurer.  This  sum  was  received 
by  him  in  May,  1853.  The  trustees  failing  to  procure 
payment  of  this  amount  by  the  defendant,  his  name  was 
struck  out  of  the  books  of  the  society,  and  remained  so 
until  17th  November^  1859,  when  he  complained  to 
justices,  who  ordered  him  to  be  reinstated.  Proceed- 
ings were  then  taken  against  him  in  the  County  Court, 
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1861  •  but  the  plaint  was  subsequently  removed  by  certiorari 
SiNDraT^  '^^^^  ^bis  Court.  The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plain  li£f8,  and  the  learned  Judge  gave  the  defendant 
leave  to  move  to  set  it  aside  and  enter  a  verdict  for  him 
instead. 

•/•  Brawn  had  obtained  a  rule  to  that  effect. 

Denman  now  shewed  cause.  There  is  nothing  in 
either  of  the  Acts  relating  to  friendly  societies  to  debar 
the  plaintiffs  from  maintaining  this  action.  The  last  Act 
is  Stat  21  &  22  Vici.  c.  101.,  sect.  5  of  which  repeals 
the  proviso  in  stat  18  &  19  Vict  c.  63.  s.  40.,  but  does 
not  affect  the  question,  which  depends  upon  the  first 
clause  in  that  section ;  whereby  it  is  enacted  that  '*  Every 
dispute  between  any  member  or  members  of  any  society 
established  under  this  Act  or  any  of  the  Acts  hereby 
repealed,  or  any  person  claiming  through  or  under  a 
member,  or  under  the  rules  of  such  society,  and  the 
trustee,  treasurer,  or  other  officer,  or  the  committee 
thereof^  shall  be  decided  in  manner  directed  by  the 
rules  of  such  society,  and  the  decision  so  made  shall  be 
binding  and  conclusive  on  all  parties,  without  appeaL** 
In  the  present  case  the  rules  of  the  society  direct  that 
disputes  between  the  society  and  its  members  are  to  be 
decided  by  the  committee  of  the  society,  with  an  appeal 
from  them  to  justices.  The  plaintiffs'  claim^  however, 
is  not  such  a  dispute ;  the  rule  and  enactment  applying 
only  to  disputes  between  members  of  the  society,  as 
such,  during  their  membership,  and  the  trustees  or 
officers  of  the  society.  Here,  the  claim  made  upon  the 
defendant  by  the  plaintiffs  was  not  made  upon  him  as  a 
member  of  the  society ;  and  was,  moreover,  made  after 
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he  had  ceased  to  be  a  member.  Nor  does  the  case  fall  ]86l. 
within  the  provisions  of  sect.  24,  which  enacts  that  an  sindeh 
officer  of  the  society  guilty  of  fraud  in  withholdinp;  bavkb. 
moneys  may  be  brought  before  justices  and  made  to 
repay  them :  for  no  imputation  of  fraud  was  made  upon 
the  defendant  at  the  trial.  Sect.  1  repeals  stat.  10  G.  4. 
c.  56.f  under  which  this  society  was  formed;  but  with  a 
saving  of  any  offences  committed,  or  penalties  or  liabili- 
ties incurred,  under  that  Act,  before  the  commencement 
of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.;  i.e.,  before  23rd  July, 
1855.  Sect.  2  enacts  that,  notwithstanding  such  repeal, 
"  every  friendly  society  now  subsisting,  which  heretofore 
had  been  formed  and  established  under  the^'  former 
Act,  *'  shall  still  be  deemed  to  be  and  shall  continue  to 
be  a  subsisting  society,  as  fully  as  if  this  Act  had  not 
been  made  f '  whilst,  by  sect.  3,  the  rules  of  such  societies 
are  to  continue  in  force  until  altered  or  rescinded.  The 
rules  of  the  present  society,  here  material,  are  the  29th 
imd  the  32nd.  The  29th  provides  that  ''If  any  dispute 
shall  arise  as  to  the  legality  or  payment  of  any  fine, 
money,  or  allowance,  or  as  to  the  disqualification  of  any 
member  at  the  time  of  his  admission,  or  between  any 
officer  and  member,"  the  matter  shall  be  referred  to  the 
decision  of  the  committee  of  the  society,  from  whom  there 
maybeanappcal  to  justices.  By  rule  32, '' The  treasurer, 
trustees,  or  any  other  officer  of  the  society,  shall  not  be 
liable  to  make  good  any  deficiency  which  may  arise  in 
the  funds  of  the  society,  unless  such  persons  shall  have 
declared  by  writing  under  their  hands,  deposited  and 
registered  in  like  manner  with  the  rules  of  the  society, 
that  they  are  willing  so  to  be  answerable :" — "  provided 
that  the  trustees,  treasurer  and  every  other  officer  of 
the  society  shall  be  personally  responsible  and  liable  for 
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1861.        all  moneys  actually  received  by  them  on  account  of  or 

SiNDEN       to  and  for  the  use  of  the  society.'*      This  rule  is  almost 

Banks.        verbatim  the  same  with  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  56.  $.  22.    The 

defendant  is  therefore  personally  liable  for  the  balance 

remaining  in  his  hands  as  treasurer  of  the  society.  And 

he  is  liable  to  be  sued  for  it,  inasmuch  as  rule  29  does 

not  apply  to  the  case,  which  is  therefore  not  within  the 

arbitration  clause,  sect.  27,  of  stat    10  G.  4.  c.  56., 

enacting,  *'That  provision  shall  be   made   by  one  or 

more  of  the  rules  of  every  such  society**  "specifying 

whether  a  reference  of  every  matter  in  dispute  between 

any  such  society,  or  any  person  acting  under  them,  and 

any  individual  member  thereof,  or  person  claiming  on 

account  of  any  member,  shall  be  made  to"  '*  justices  of 

the  peace"  **  for  the  county  in  which  such  society  may 

be  formed,  or  to  arbitrators.**    The  authorities  shew  that 

such  a  clause  takes  away  the  right  of  action,  and  makes 

an    arbitration   imperative,    only   in   cases  of   dispute 

I)etween  a  society  and  some  member  of  it,  as  such; 

Crisp  V.  Bunhury  («),  Morrison  v.    Glover  (&),  Doe  d. 

Morrison  v.  Glover  (c),  Cutbill  v.  Kingdom  {d),  Reeves  v. 

White  (e).     [//i7/  J.    It  seems  to  me  that  there  can  be 

no  right  of  action  against  the  treasurer  whilst  rightfully 

holding:  but  that  as  soon  as  he,  by  his  own  wrongful 

act,  terminates  his  rightful  holding,  an  action  will  lie.] 

Yes :  and  the  action  is  not  against  him  as  a  member  of 

the  society;  but,  even  if  it  is,  he  is  liable  to  it  by  reason 

of  rule  32  and  of  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  5^.  s.  22.     [HillJ. 

Sect.  27  certainly  appears  to  be  restricted  to  disputes 

between  a  society  and  its  members  as  such.] 

(a)  8  Bing,  394.  (b)  4  Exck  430. 

ie)  16  Q.  B.  108.  (^  1  Exck,  494. 

{$)  17  Q,  B,  995. 
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J.  Brown  and  Archibald,  contra.  The  case  is  governed  1861. 
by  Stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  56.  by  reason  of  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  Sindbh 
c.  63.  s.  1.,  inasmuch  as  the  present  claim  was  a  sub-  bahks. 
sisting  claim  at  the  time  that  the  later  Act  passed. 
Whether,  however,  the  case  is  governed  by  stat.  10  G.  4. 
c.  56.  8.  27.  or  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  s,  40.  is  really 
immaterial :  for  there  is  no  substantial  difference  between 
the  two  enactments.  In  either  view,  the  plaintiffs'  claim 
is  one  which  the  Legislature  has  directed  to  be  submitted 
to  arbitration  instead  of  being  made  the  ground  of  an 
action.  The  dispute  is  one  between  the  society  and 
the  defendant  as  a  member.  By  rule  31  the  treasurer 
is  required  to  be  a  member;  and  rules  26  and  35  shew 
that  his  duties  do  not  cease  with  his  retirement  from 
office,  it  being  his  duty  to  pay  over  the  balance  then 
remaining  in  his  hands.  That  duty  is  imposed  upon 
him  as  a  member  of  the  society ;  and  a  dispute  relating 
to  his  liability  to  pay  over  the  balance  is  a  dispute 
between  the  society  and  him  as  a  member.  The  society 
might  have  taken  proceedings  before  justices  under  stat 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  s.  24.,  if  they  could  have  made  out 
a  case  of  fraud  against  the  defendant ;  but,  failing  that, 
their  only  remedy  was  by  arbitration.  Stat.  10  &.  4. 
c.  56.  s.  22.,  which  enacts  that  the  treasurer  of  a  society 
shall  be  personally  responsible  and  liable  for  all  moneys 
actually  received  by  him,  does  not  provide  that  he  shall 
be  liable  to  an  action  or  responsible  in  any  other 
manner  than  is  pointed  out  elsewhere  in  that  Act. 
Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  *.  22.,  which  enacts  that  if 
the  treasurer  fails  within  seven  days  after  a  formal 
requisition  to  render  a  true  account  of  all  moneys 
received  and  of  the  balance  in  hand,  and  to  hand  over 
such  balance,  he  may  be  sued  by  the  trustees  of  the 
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1861.  society,  tends  strongly  to  shew  that  nnder  no  other 
circumstances  can  he  be  so  sued.  The  cases  cited  on 
the  other  side  do  not  affect  the  present  question. 
[Hill  J.  A  dispute  between  a  society  and  its  treasurer 
as  to  moneys  received  by  him  stands  on  a  very  different 
footing  from  a  dispute  between  the  society  and  an 
ordinary  member  as  such.  The  Legislature  may  well 
have  intended  to  guard  individual  members  against 
expensive  litigation ;  and  yet  not  to  take  away  the 
remedy  by  action  against  a  treasurer  withholding  the 
common  funds.  I  observe  that  stat.  18  &  19  VicL 
c.  63.  s.  22.  provides  that,  in  the  action  against  the 
treasurer  there  sanctioned,  the  trustees  are  to  be  entitled 
to  recover  their  full  costs  of  suit  as  between  attorney 
and  client] 

(CocKBURN  C.  J.  and  Wiqbtman  J.  were  absent) 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  rule  must 
be  discharged.  The  question  really  turns  upon  the 
construction  of  the  two  enactments  which  have  been 
chiefly  referred  to;  stats.  10  G.  4.  c.  S^.  s.  27.  and 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  8.  40.  Decided  cases  must  be 
taken  to  have  established  that,  if  a  statute  relating  to 
such  a  society  as  the  present  enacts  that  disputes  be* 
tween  the  society  and  its  members  shall  be  determined 
in  the  manner  directed  by  the  rules  of  the  society,  and 
if  those  rules  direct  such  disputes  to  be  referred  to 
arbitration,  the  remedy  by  action  in  respect  to  such 
disputes  is  taken  away.  The  question  therefore  is, 
whether  the  present  dispute  is  one  within  the  meaning 
of  either  of  the  statutes  before  mentioned.  Now  stat 
10  G.  4.  c.  56.  s.  27.  speaks  of  disputes  between  **any 
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such  society,  or  anj  person  acting  under  them,  and  186]. 
any  individual  member  thereof,  or  person  claiming  on  s^idbh 
account  of  any  member."  These  words  appear  to  draw  banks. 
a  distinction  between  the  society  and  its  officers  on'  the 
one  hand,  and  its  individual  members  on  the  other. 
I  think  that  we  should  be  straining  their  meaning  if 
we  held  that  the  description  **  individual  member"  and 
"member**  includes  the  treasurer.  The  Act  contains 
very  strong  provisions  directed  at  frauds  by  officers  of 
a  society,  the  treasurer  amongst  others;  and  I  think 
that  the  remedies  against  such  officers  thereby  given 
were  intended  to  be  cumulative,  and  to  afford  more 
prompt  redress  in  cases  of  fraud  than  could  be  obtained 
by  an  action ;  not  that  they  were  to  be  substituted  for 
the  common  law  remedy  by  action;  certainly  not,  at 
all  events,  in  a  case  where  no  fraud  Ls  imputed  to  the 
defendant.  Sect.  25  empowers  justices  to  fine  or  im- 
prison both  officers  and  members  of  a  society  guilty  of 
certain  specified  frauds ;  clearly  shewing  that  sect.  27  does 
not  exhaustively  provide  for  all  cases  of  dispute  between 
the  society  and  its  members.  Sect  25  also  contains 
a  proviso  that  nothing  therein  contained  shall  prevent 
the  society  from  proceeding  by  indictment  or  complaint 
against  the  party  complained  of;  and  does  not,  in  my 
opinion,  debar  the  society  from  a  cumulative  remedy  by 
action  at  common  law  also.  Sect.  22  renders  the  treasurer 
personally  liable  and  responsible  for  all  moneys  which 
he  has  actually  received,  and  contains  no  limitation  of 
his  responsibility  at  common  law.  Similar  remarks 
apply  to  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  63.  s.  40.,  the  language 
of  which,  if  anything,  still  more  clearly  than  that  of 
the  previous  Act,  refers  only  to  disputes  between  the 
society  and  its  members  as  such,  and  as  distinct  from 
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1861.        ^^^  society's  officers.     [The  leanied  Judge  read  the 
SiHDEN       section.]    Sect.  24  is  analogous  to  sect  25  of  the  earlier 

Bahkb.  '^^^*  ^"^  ^^^^'  ^^  ^^  ^^^^*  ^^  ^^  ^^^  earlier  Act.  Mr. 
Archibald  has  relied  upon  sect.  22  of  the  later  Act  as 
specifying  the  only  case  in  which  an  action  will  lie 
against  the  treasurer ;  but  I  cannot  see  that  that  section 
takes  away  the  right  to  sue  the  treasurer  in  any  other 
state  of  things.  It  lays  down  the  mode  of  proceeding 
where  the  society  wish  to  obtain  an  account  from  the 
treasurer;  but  when,  as  here,  no  account  is  wanted, 
and  it  is  clear  that  the  treasurer  has  an  ascertained 
amount  in  hand  which  he  will  not  pay  over,  there  is  no 
reason  why  the  remedy  by  action  may  not  also  be  pur- 
sued against  him.  I  am  therefore  of  opinion  that  the 
defendant  is  liable  to  this  action. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  first  ques- 
tion which  arises  is,  whether  we  are  to  decide  the  case 
under  stat  10  G.  4.  c.  56.,  or  under  stat  18  &  19  VicL 
c.  63.  The  latter  statute  passed  in  July,  1855,  and  by 
sect.  1  repealed  the  former,  *'  save  and  except  as  to  any 
offences  committed,  or  penalties  or  liabilities  incurred, 
or  bond  or  security  given,  or  proceedings  taken,  under 
the  same,  before  the  commencement  of  that  "Act.** 
It  is  now  suggested  that,  inasmuch  as  the  present  claim 
was  subsisting  at  the  time  the  later  Act  passed,  it  is 
saved  from  the  operation  of  that  Act.  But  I  think  that 
''liabilities,'*  in  stat.  18  &  19  Vict  c.  63.  s.  1.,  must  be 
read  in  conjunction  with  ''under  the  same;**  and  that 
the  defendant's  liability  did  not  arise  under  stat  10  &.  4. 
c.  56.  We  must  therefore  look  to  sUt.  18  &  19  Vict. 
c.  63.  as  governing  the  case ;  though,  after  all,  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  two  Acts,  which  are  in  pari  materia. 
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is  very  slight.  I  am  of  opinion  that  this  dispute  does  1861. 
not  fall  within  the  purview  either  of  stat.  10  6r.  4.  c,  56.  Sindkn 
s.  27.  or  of  Stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  s.  40.  The  main 
object  of  both  statutes  is  to  protect  the  property  and 
the  interests  of  the  members  of  these  societies  by  pre- 
venting the  expenditure  of  their  funds  in  needless  and 
expensive  litigation ;  to  provide  a  cheap  and  summary 
tribunal  for  the  settlement  of  disputes  between  the 
members;  and  to  extend  the  remedies  before  existing 
against  those  who  wrongfully  keep  possession  of  the 
common  property ;  even  so  far  as  to  enable  the  societies 
to  reach  moneys  in  the  hands  of  their  officers  who 
become  bankrupt  or  insolvent.  I  think  that  we  should 
strain  the  language  of  the  Legislature  far  beyond  its 
natural  meaning,  if  we  held  that  the  claim  of  a  society 
upon  its  treasurer  for  misappropriating  and  keeping  in 
his  hands  the  moneys  of  the  society,  is  a  dispute 
between  the  society  and  one  of  its  members,  within  the 
meaning  of  either  enactment.  I  think,  moreover,  that 
the  statutes  evince  an  intention  to  give  cumulative 
remedies  against  a  treasurer,  and  not  to  prevent  the 
society  from  availing  itself  of  the  common  law  remedy 
by  action  against  him.  For  these  reasons,  and  for  those 
which  have  been  given  by  my  Brother  Crompton,  I  think 
that  the  plaintiflfs  are  entitled  to  our  judgment,  and  that 
the  rule  must  be  discharged. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Monday^ 
FebruaryWih. 


The  Queen  against  Bradley. 


Stat.  7  IT.  4  TNFORMATION  in  the  nature  of  a  quo  warranto, 
8. 14.  enacts  Stating  that  the  borough  of  Sheffield^  in  the  county  of 

IhtllbeeL^ted  ^^^^^  ^^  *  borough  duly  incorporated  by  royal  charter. 

in  boroughs  ^hat  within   the  said  borough,    pursuant  to   the  said 

sonal  delivery  charter,  there  hath  been,  and  still  of  right  ought  to  be, 

to  the  mayor  ^  ^  . 

or  chairman,  one  mayor,  divers,  to  wit  fourteen,  aldermen,  and  divers, 

at  the  meeting  ,  •         i  i  .       i 

for  the  elec-  to  Wit  fortv-two,  councillors,  to  be  elected  in  tlie  manner 

counciJor*^  in  the  said  charter  specified.     That  IVilliam  Bradley,  of 

vote^  of  a^  ^^®  borough  aforesaid,  brewer,  on  the  9th  November  last 

voting  paper  p^*  ^^  ^Y\q  borough  aforesaid,  did  use  and  exercise,  and 

containing,  r      »  o  '  ' 

inter  alia,  the  from  thence  continually  afterwards  to  the  time  of  ex- 

christian 


hibiting  this  information  hath  there  used  and  exercised, 
and  doth  there  use  and  exercise,  without  any  legal 
warrant,  royal  grant,  or  right  whatsoever,  the  office  of 
alderman  of  the  said  borough. 

Plea  by  defendant  that,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
said  charter,  and  of  stat  5  &i  %  W.  4,  c,  76.,  intituled 
"  An  Act  to  provide  for  the  regulation  of  municipal  cor- 
porations in  England  and  Wales"  one-half  of  the  whole 
number  of  aldermen  of  the  said  borough,  to  wit  seven  of 
the  said  aldermen,  were,  upon  9th  November,  1 844,  and 
in  every  third  succeeding  year,  to  go  out  of  office,  ac- 
cording to  the  provisions  of  the  said  charter  and  of  the 
said  Act.     That,  on  ^ih  November,  1859,  one  half  of  the 
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whole  number  of  the  said  aldermen  who  bad  been  alder-        1861. 
men  of  the  said  borough  went  out  of  office.     That  he,    'r^  Qt^~ 
the  said  fVilliam  Bradley^  was  then  an  enrolled  burgess      BaAOLir. 
and  a  councillor,  and  was  duly  qualified  to  be  elected 
an  alderman  of  the  said  borough.     That,  on  the  same 
9th  November i  1859,  he  was  duly  elected  by  the  council 
of  the  said   borough  to  be  an  alderman  of   the  said 
borough,  to  supply  the  place  of  one  of  the  said  aldermen 
who  so  went  out  of  office  as  aforesaid,  according  to  the 
provisions  of  the  said   Act ;    and  that  he  accepted  the 
said  office  of  alderman. 

Replication :  That  the  said  William  Bradley  was  not 
duly  elected  by  the  council  of  the  said  borough  to 
supply  the  place  of  one  of  the  said  aldermen.  Issue 
thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  Yorkshire  Sum- 
mer Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  councillors 
who  voted  at  the  election  did  so  by  means  of  voting 
papers.  These  voting  papers  were  handed  in,  closed, 
by  the  voting  councillors,  and  were  opened  and  read  by 
the  mayor,  who  declared  six  of  the  candidates,  other 
than  the  defendant,  duly  elected,  and  that  there  were 
an  equal  number  of  votes  for  the  defendant  and  one  Mr. 
John  Carr.  The  mayor  thereupon  gave  his  casting 
vote  in  favour  of  the  defendant,  and  declared  him  to  have 
been  duly  elected  an  alderman,  together  with  the  six 
others.  The  voting  papers  in  favour  of  the  defendant 
were  produced  at  the  trial,  and  from  them  it  appeared 
that  one  Elliott^  a  voter,  had  written  '^ffm.  Bradley^ 
in  the  column  headed  *^  The  christian  name  and  surname 
of  the  persons  for  whom  I  vote  *' :  and  that  three  other 
voters,  Jonesj  Stainforth  and  Unmn,  had  written  res- 
pectively in  the  same  column  *'  Willm,  Bradley,'^    It  was 
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1861.        objected  thereupon,  on  behalf  of  the  Crown,  that  the 
The  Queen     voting  papers  SO  filled  up  were  insufficient.     The  learned 
Beadlet.     Judge,  however,  overruled  the  objection,  and  the  jury 
returned  a  verdict  for  the  defendant. 

Overend,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  had  obtained  a 
rule,  calling  upon  the  defendant  to  shew  cause  why  the 
verdict  should  not  be  set  aside  and  a  new  trial  had,  on 
the  ground  that  the  learned  Judge  ought  to  have  decided, 
and  so  directed  the  jury,  that  the  votes  in  question  for 
the  defendant,  not  specifying  his  christian  and  surname 
as  well  as  his  place  of  residence  and  description,  were 
bad  (a). 

Manisty  now  shewed  cause.  The  voting  papers  ob- 
jected to  sufficiently  specified  the  defendant's  christian 
and  surname.  The  election  of  aldermen  in  boroughs  is 
regulated  by  stat.  7  »^.  4  &  1  Vict.  c.  78.  (6)  $.  14., 
which  enacts  that  *'  Every  member  of  the  council 
entitled  to  vote  in  that  election  may  vote  for  any  number 
of  persons,  not  exceeding  the  number  of  aldermen  then 
to  be  chosen,  by  personally  delivering  at  such  meeting, 
to  the  mayor  or  chairman  of  the  meeting,  a  voting  paper 
containing  the  christian  name  and  surname  of  the  persons 
for  whom  he  votes,  with  their  respective  places  of  abode 
and  descriptions,  such  paper  being  previously  signed 
with  the  name  of  the  member  of  council  voting ;  and 
the  mayor  or  chairman  of  the  meeting,  as  soon  as  all  the 
voting  papers  shall  have  been  delivered  to  him,  shall 
openly  produce  and  read  the  same,  and  immediately 

(a)  The  rule  was  granted  abo  'upon  other  grounds,  which  were  dis- 
cussed in  the  argument,  but  are  not  thought  to  require  a  report. 
(6)  General,  public.     "  To  amend"  stat.  5  &  6  IT.  4.  r.  76. 


XXIV.   VICTORIA,  \  637 

afterwards  deliver  them  to  the  town  clerk,  to  be  kept  1861. 
among  the  records  of  the  borough  ;  and  in  case  of  equality  The  Qdbbn 
of  votes  timong  those  entitled  to  vole  the  mayor  or  chair-  bradlet 
man  shall  b%9ie  a  casting  vote,  whether  or  not  he  may  be 
entitled  to  vote  in  the  first  instance.**  No  doubt,  voting 
papers  which  do  not  contain  an  accurate  description  of 
the  place  of  abode  of  the  party  voted  for  are  bad : 
Regina  v.  Deighton  (a),  Reffina  v.  Coward  (ft).  But,  as- 
suming it  to  be  equally  necessary  for  a  voting  paper  to 
contain  the  true  christian  and  surname  of  the  candidate, 
in  the  present  case  the  contractions  of  the  name  ^'WilUani^ 
adopted  by  the  voters  are  in  common  use  and  equiva- 
lent to  the  name  in  full.  In  Regina  v.  Mayor  of  Hartle- 
pool (c)  a  signature  by  the  initials  of  the  claimant's  christian 
names  to  a  claim  to  be  inserted  in  the  burgess  list  of  a 
borough  was  held  sufficient ;  it  appearing  that  there  was 
no  other  person  in  the  borough  of  the  same  name  as  the 
claimant,  and  that  his  person  and  handwriting  were  well 
known  to  the  court  of  revision.  [CromptonJ,  In  the 
present  case  you  have  this  further  fact  in  your  favour, 
that  the  voters,  being  required  to  deliver  the  voting 
papers  personally,  can  explain  any  ambiguity  in  the 
names  filled  in.]  Moreover,  stat.  5  &  6  fF.  4.  c.  76. 
s,  142.  enacts  that  '*  No  misnomer  or  inaccurate  descrip- 
tion of  any  person,  body  corporate,  or  place  named  in  " 
"  any  roll,  list,  notice  or  voting  paper  required  by  this 
Act,  shall  hinder  the  full  operation  of  this  Act  with  res- 
pect to  such  person,  body  corporate,  or  place,  provided 
that  the  description  of  such  person,  body  corporate,  or 
place  be  such  as  to  be  commonly  understood.*'  (He  was 
then  stopped.) 

(a)  5  Q,  B.  896.  .        {h)  16  Q.  B.  819, 

(c)  21  L.  J.  N.  S.  Q.  B.  71.    {Bail  Court.) 

VOL.    III.  2    T  E.    &   £• 
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1861.  Overend  and  Quoin,  contra.     The  voting  papers  are 

The  Queen  ^^^*  ^^  °^'  complying  with  the  requirement  of  the 
statute,  that  they  shall  contain  the  christian  name  and 
surname  of  the  person  voted  for ;  by  which  must  be 
meant  the  names  in  full.  In  Regina  v.  Avery  (a)  this 
Court  held  that  a  signature  by  surname  and  the  initial 
of  a  christian  name  is  a  sufficient  signature  of  a  voting 
paper  by  a  burgess  voting  at  the  election  of  councillors 
for  a  boroughy  within  the  requirements  of  stat  5  &  6 
W.  4.  c.  76.  *.  32.  That  section,  however,  merely  re- 
quires the  signature  to  be  in  **  the  name  of  the  bui^gess 
voting'*;  but  it  provides,  like  the  enactment  now  in 
question,  that  the  voting  paper  shall  contain  the  christian 
names  and  surnames  of  the  persons  voted  for :  thereby 
shewing,  as  Crompton  J.  there  points  out,  that  greater 
particularity  is  required  in  that  instance.  That  decision 
tends  strongly  to  shew  that  the  voting  papers  in  the 
present  case  were  insufficient.  The  contraction  *«  Wm. " 
may  represent  many  other  names  besides  WilUam. 
[IVightman  J.  It  would  be  for  the  jury  to  say  whether 
an  ordinary  person  would  not  understand  it  to  mean 
**  William. ^^'\  Contractions  of  names  stand  on  the  same 
footing  as  initials.  In  Esdaile  v.  Maclean  {h)  it  was 
held  that  it  is  informal  to  describe,  in  pleading,  any  of 
the  parties  to  a  bill  or  note  by  the  initials  only  of  their 
christian  names,  without  shewing  that  they  were  so 
described  in  the  instrument  itself,  notwithstanding  stat. 
3  &  4  W.  4.  c.  42.  8.  12.,  which  authorizes  the  use  of 
initials  in  pleading  in  such  cases.  The  omission  of  the 
christian  names  of  persons  mentioned  in  pleading  was 
formerly  ground  of  special  demurrer;  Nash  v.  Calder(ey 

(a)  18  g.  B.  576.  (b)  16  AT.  #  W.  277. 

(c)  5  C.  B.  177. 


V. 

Bbadlbt. 
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The  contraction  of  a  christian  name  b  a  different  thing        1861. 
from  the  name  itself*  The  Qubbn 

(CocKBURN  C.  J.  was  absent.) 

WiGHTMAN  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  votes  objected 
to  on  the  ground  that  the  voting  papers  contained 
abbreviations  of  the  defendant's  christian  name  instead 
of  the  name  at  full  length  are  good  The  statute  requires 
each  voting  paper  to  contain  the  christian  name  and 
surname  of  the  persons  for  whom  the  vote  is  given. 
Now,  admitting  that  a  mere  initial  could  not  be  regarded 
as  a  christian  name,  I  think  that  contractions  of  a  chris- 
tian name  which,  like  those  in  the  present  case,  are 
perfectly  well  known  and  in  ordinary  use,  are  sufficient 
to  satisfy  the  statute ;  just  as  I  should  be  prepared  to 
hold  that  a  misspelling  of  a  christian  name,  if  not  such 
as  to  occasion  any  misunderstanding,  would  not  make 
the  voting  paper  bad.  As  therefore  the  votes  tendered 
for  the  defendant  were  good,  and  he  had  the  mayor's 
casting  vote,  he  was  duly  elected,  and  the  rule  must  be 
discharged. 

Crompton  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  statute, 
which  appears  to  have  been  decided  to  be  imperative, 
requires  that  the  voting  papers  shall  contain  the  christian 
name  and  surname  of  the  persons  for  whom  the  votes 
are  given ;  together  with  their  respective  places  of  abode 
and  descriptions.  I  think  that  this  requirement  is  satis- 
iied,  as  far  as  the  christian  name  is  concerned,  if  the 
voting  paper  contains  something  in  writing  which  shews 
what  christian  name  is  intended.  As  to  the  present 
case,  although  the  mere  letter  JV  might  have  been  open 

2  T  2 
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1861.  to  the  objection  that  it  possibly  represented  some  other 
The  Queen  name  than  Jf'illiam^  the  contractions  *'  fFm.'''  and 
Bridlkt.  ^'ffyilm,^^  though  it  is  just  possible  that  they  might  refer 
to  some  other  name,  would  both  be  understood  by  any 
person  reading  them  to  mean  William,  Whether  the 
question  of  their  meaning  be  one  of  law  or  of  fact,  the 
defendant  is  entitled  to  our  judgment 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  statute 
requires  as  follows. — (His  Lordship  here  read  stat.  7 
»".  4  &  1  VicL  c.  78.  *.  14.)  Now  I  think  that 
although  an  initial  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  christian 
name,  a  well  known  contraction  of  a  name,  which 
cannot  be  misunderstood,  maybe  so  regarded,  and. is 
tantamount  to  the  name  in  full. 

Rule  discharged. 


The  Qdeen,  on  the  prosecution  of  the  Parish- 
ioners of  Christchurch,  Rotherhithb,  in 
the  county  of  Surrey,  against  Frederick 
Perry,  clerk. 

Bvstat.  1&2    ly/fANDAMUS  addressed  to  Frederick  Perry^  clerk, 
iMO  *t\^  minister  and  incumbent  of  the  church  or  parish  of 

churchwardens 

are  to  be 

appointed  for  every  church  or  chapel  built  tinder  the  proTisions  of  that  Act;  one  by  the 

incumbent,  and  the  other  by  the  renters  of  pews. 

The  Marriages  Act,  6  &  7  W.\.  c,  3«*>-,  by  sect  26,  empowers  the  Bishop  of  a  diocese, 
by  license  under  his  hand  and  seal,  to  authorize  the  solemnization  of  marriages  in  a 
district  chapel,  for  persons  residing  within  the  district.  By  sect.  32  the  Bishop  may, 
with  the  consent  of  the  Archbishop  of  the  province,  revoke  this  license. 

Stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.  /f.  10.  enacts  that  when  any  church  or  chapel  shall  be  built  in 
any  district,  and  consecrated  as  the  church  or  chapel  of  such  district,  the  district  shall, 
from  and  after  such  consecration,  be  and  be  deemed  to  be  a  new  parish  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes.  And,  by  sect.  17,  in  ever?  such  case  of  a  district  so  becoming  a  new  parish,  two 
churchwardens  are  to  be  chosen  for  it ;  one  by  the  perpetual  curate  of  the  new  parish 
and  the  other  by  the  resident  inhabitants  having  a  similar  qualification  to  that  which 
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Christchurch,    Rotherhithe,   in    the   county   of    Surrey.         1861. 

"  Whereas  the  parish  of  Saint  Mary,  Rotherhithey  in  our    The  Queek 

county  of  Surrey^  is  an  ancient  parish,  and  the  church        PBaaT. 

thereof,  or  rectory,  within  the  diocese  and  subject  to  the 

jurisdiction  of  the  Bishop  of  IVinchester  ;  And  whereas,  would  entitlo 

in  the  year  1839,  the  population  of  the  same  parish  then  ^ote  at  the 

amounting  to  more  than  2000  persons,  and  the  existing  ^hm^h-  ° 

churches  and  chapels  within  the  same  parish  not  affording  ^^^^Jp^i 

accommodation  for  more  than  one-third  of  the  inhabi-  P*?^^-,^^  «« 

Stat,  19  &  20 

tants  thereof,  for  the  attendance  upon  divine  service   Vict,  c  104.» 

by  sect.  11, 

according  to  the  rites  of  the  United  Church  of  England  empowers  the 

and  Ireland,  a  certain  additional  church  called  and  Commis- 
sioners, upon 
the  application 
of  the  incumbent  of  a  district  church  or  chapel,  with  the  written  consent  of  the  Bishop 
of  the  diocese,  to  make  an  order  under  their  seal,  authorizing  the  pubUcation  of  bannS 
of  matrimony  and  the  solemnization  therein  of  marriages,  baptisms,  churchings,  and 
burials ;  all  the  fees  for  the  performance  of  which  offices  are  to  be  payable  and  to  be  paid 
to  the  incumbent.  And  by  sect.  14,  wheresoever  or  as  soon  as  banns  of  matrimony  and 
the  solemnization  of  marriages,  churchings,  and  baptisms,  are  authorized  to  be  pubUshed 
or  performed  in  any  consecrated  district  church  or  chapel,  such  district  not  being  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  that  Act  (18i36)  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  and  the  incumbent  of  which  is,  by  such  authority,  entitled  for  his  own  benefit 
to  the  entire  fees  for  the  performance  of  such  offices,  without  any  reaerrations  thereout, 
SQch  district  shall  become  and  be  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes, 
such  as  is  contemplated  b^  stat.  6  &7  Vict.  c.  37.  «.  15. ;  the  church  of  the  district  shall 
be  the  church  of  such  parish ;  and  all  the  provisions  of  stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c,  37.,  relative  to 
new  parishes,  upon  their  becoming  such,  and  to  the  matters  and  thines  consequent  there- 
on, shall  extend  and  apply  to  the  said  parish  and  church  as  fully  and  effectually  as  if  it 
had  become  a  new  parish  under  the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

The  church  of  C.  was  built,  and  had  a  district  assigned  to  it,  under  stat  1  &  2  W.  4, 
c.  38.  In  the  year  1840  the  Bb^hop  of  the  diocese  granted,  under  stat.  Q&7  W.  4.  c.  85. 
8.  20.,  his  license  for  the  publication  of  banns  and  the  solemnization  of  marriages  in  the 
church,  and  for  taking  the  same  fees  in  respect  thereof  as  were  taken  in  the  mother 
church  by  the  minister  and  incumbent  thereof  for  the  time  being ;  to  which  the  fees  for 
churchings,  baptisms  and  burials  were  afterwards  added.  From  the  consecration  of  the 
church  down  to  the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  mandamus  in  the  present  case,  two  church- 
wardens were  chosen  for  the  church  in  the  manner  directed  by  stat.  I  &  2  W.  4.  c.  38. 
s.  10. ;  one  by  the  incumbent,  and  the  other  by  the  pew  renters. 

Upon  demurrer  to  the  return  to  a  mandamus  to  the  incumbent  of  the  district  to 
convene  a  meetmg  of  the  inhabitants  to  elect  a  churchwarden,  the  return  alleging  that 
the  incumbent  and  the  pew  renters  had  the  privilege  of  electing  the  churchwardens, 
and  that  stats.  0  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.  s.  15.  and  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104.  s.  14.  were  inapplicable : 
Held,  that  the  return  was  good.  That  the  authority  contemplate  by  stat.  19  &  20  Vict. 
e.  104.  s.  14.  was  not  a  revocable  license  by  the  Bishop,  but  an  authority  under  an  order 
of  the  Commissioners  under  sect.  11  of  that  Act;  and  that  therefore  the  district  was  not 
brought  within  the  operation  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104.  8.14. 

S^nble,  that  stat.  G  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.  8.  15. 'is  inapplicable  to  the  case  of  a  district  con- 
Btituted,  not  under  that  Act,  but  under  stat.  1  &  z  fT.  4.  c,  38.,  with  a  license  by  the 
Kahop  undtr  stat.  0  &  7  fT.  4.  c.  85. 


Perrt. 
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1861.        known  by  the  name  of  Ckristchurch  (the  site  whereof 

The  QuEEM  ^^^  ^^^'^  ^^^y  conveyed  to  our  Commissioners  for 
building  new  churches)  was  erected  within  the  said 
parish  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  provisions  contained 
in  Stat.  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  38-,  entitled  « An  Act  to 
amend  and  render  more  effectual  an  Act  passed  in  the 
7  th  and  8  th  years  of  the  reign  of  his  late  Majesty, 
entitled  *  An  Act  to  amend  the  Acts  for  building  and 
promoting  the  building  of  additional  churches  in  popu- 
lous parishes/"  and  which  said  additional  church  was 
afterwards  (that  is  to  say  on  or  about  23rd  June^ 
1839,)  duly  consecrated  by  Charles  Richard^  Lord 
Bishop  of  Winchester^  for  the  performance  of  divine 
service  according  to  the  rites  of  the  said  United  Church 
of  England  and  Ireland^  the  same  having  been  thereto- 
fore endowed  with  a  sum  of  1000/.  secured  upon  money 
in  the  funds,  in  addition  to  the  pew  rents  and  profits 
intended  to  be  taken  and  to  arise  from  the  same  church, 
and  a  fund  having  also  been  provided  for  the  repairs  of 
the  said  church  to  the  amount  and  in  the  manner 
required  by  the  said  statute,  and  one  third  at  least  of 
the  sittings  in  the  said  church  having  been  also  set  apart 
and  appropriated  as  free  sittings,  according  to  the  said 
statute ;  And  whereas  afterwards  (that  is  to  say  on  7th 
Aprils  1840,)  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of  Winchester^  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  statute,  by  a  certain  indenture 
by  him  duly  executed  under  his  hand  and  seal,  assigned 
a  separate  and  distinct  district  to  the  said  church  called 
Ckristchurch^  and  caused  a  description  of  the  boun- 
daries of  the  said  district  so  assigned  to  be  registered  in 
the  episcopal  registry  of  his  diocese,  such  district  then 
forming  part  of  the  said  parish  of  Saint  Mary,  Rather- 
hithe ;  and  in  and  by  the  said  indenture  or  deed  poll  the 


XXIV.   VICTORIA.  643 

said  Bishop,  under  and  by  virtue  of  stat.  6  &  7  ^.  4.  1861. 
c.  85.,  entitled  "An  Act  for  Marriages  in  England^  and  The  Quebh 
with  the  consent  of  the  patrons  and  of  the  rector  or  Pbrbt. 
incumbent  of  the  said  church  or  rectory  of  the  said 
parish  of  Saint  Mary^  Rotherhithey  then  duly  testified 
under  their  respective  hands  and  scab,  granted  his 
license  and  authority  for  the  publication  of  banns  of 
matrimony  and  the  solemnization  of  marriages  in  the 
said  church  called  Christchurch,  by  the  minister  or  in- 
cumbent thereof  for  the  time  being,  of  persons  residing 
within  the  district  so  assigned  to  the  same  church  as 
aforesaid;  and  he  also^  and  with  the  like  consent, 
ordered  and  directed  that  all  such  accustomed  fees,  dues 
and  other  emoluments  as  would  have  been  otherwise 
paid  or  payable  for  or  in  respect  of  such  banns  and 
marriages  to  the  said  rector  or  incumbent  of  the  said 
rectory  and  church  of  Saint  Mary,  Eothe7*hithe,  aforesaid, 
should  thenceforth  be  paid  and  payable  to  the  minister 
or  incumbent  of  the  said  church  called  Christchurch; 
and  the  said  Bishop  also  then  caused  his  said  order  and 
direction  as  to  the  several  offices  to  be  performed  in  the 
said  church  called  Christchurch  as  aforesaid,  to  be  regis- 
tered in  the  said  episcopal  registry  of  his  said  diocese; 
And  whereas,  by  a  certain  indenture  bearing  date  6th 
April,  1840,  and  then  made  by  and  between  the  Re- 
verend Edward  Blicky  clerk,  then  being  the  rector  or 
incumbent  of  the  said  rectory  or  church  of  Saint  Mary, 
Botherhithcy  of  the  first  part,  the  said  Lord  Bishop  of 
Winchester  of  the  second  part,  the  Master,  fellows  and 
scholars  of  Clare  Hally  in  the  University  of  Cambridge, 
the  patrons  of  the  said  rectory  or  church  of  Saint  Mary, 
Rotherhithe,  of  the  third  part,  and  the  Reverend  John 
Saunders,  then  being  the  minister  and  incumbent  of  the 
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1861.  said  church  called  Christchureh,  of  the  fourth  part,  and 
The  Queer  ^"'J  executed  by  the  said  parties  respectively,  under 
Perry  their  respective  hands  and  seals^  reciting,  amongst  other 
things,  that  the  said  church  called  Christchureh  had  been 
so  erected,  and  that  a  district  had  been  so  assigned  to  it 
as  aforesaid,  but  that  the  same  church  was  not  intended 
to  become,  under  or  by  virtue  of  stat.  58  G.  3.  c.  45., 
passed  for  building  and  promoting  the  building  of  addi- 
tional churches  in  populous  parishes^  the  parish  church 
of  a  district  parish,  the  said  Edward  BUck^  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  said  staU  1  &  2  W,  4.  e.  38.  aforesaid,  and 
by  virtue  of  any  other  statutes^  or  of  any  other  powers 
by  which  it  was  competent  for  him  so  to  do,  and  with 
the  consent  of  the  said  Bishop,  and  of  the  said  Master, 
fellows  and  scholars  of  Clare  Hall,  respectively,  granted 
and  declared  that  one  equal  fourth  part  of  all  such 
Easter  offerings  and  oblations  as  should  from  time  to 
time  become  due  or  payable,  or  but  for  the  same  inden- 
ture would  become  due  or  payable,  to  or  for  the  benefit 
of  the  rector  or  incumbent  of  the  said  rectory  or  church 
of  Saint  Mary,  Rotherhithe,  and  also  that  all  fees,  dues 
and  emoluments  for  or  in  respect  of  the  churchings, 
baptisms,  marriages  and  burials,  as  had  been  there- 
tofore due  to  or  received  by  the  said  Edward  Blick, 
as  such  rector  or  incumbent  as  aforesaid,  and  as 
should  from  time  to  time  thereafter  become  due  or 
payable  from  or  by  any  person  or  persons  whomso- 
ever, for  or  in  respect  of  any  services,  ceremonials, 
or  duties,  performed  in  the  said  church  called  Christ- 
church,  or  in  any  burial  ground  belonging  thereto, 
should  be  for  ever  thereafter  annexed  to  the  said 
church  called  Christchureh,  and  should  from  time  to 
time  thereafter  be   receivable   and   received  by  or  on 
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The  Queen 

V. 

Perrt. 


behalf  of  and  for  the  sole  and  exclusive  use  and  benefit  \S6\ 
of  the  minister  and  incumbent  for  the  time  being  of  the 
same  church ;  and  the  said  fees,  dues,  offerings  and 
emoluments  respectively,  were  by  the  said  Bishop,  in  and 
by  the  said  indenture,  duly  assigned  to  the  said  minister 
and  incumbent  of  the  said  church  called  Christchurch^ 
who,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  indenture  and  of 
the  statute  aforesaid,  then  became  and  was  entitled  to 
the  same  for  his  own  sole  and  exclusive  use  and  benefit, 
without  any  reservation  thereout ;  and  every  such  min- 
ister and  incumbent  hath  ever  since  been  and  is  thereby 
so  entitled  to  the  same;  which  said  indenture  was  duly 
registered  in  the  episcopal  registry  of  the  said  Bishop ; 
And  whereas,  by  means  of  the  several  premises  aforesaid, 
the  said  church  called  Christchurch,  before  and  at  the 
time  of  the  passing  of  the  Act  of  Parliament  made  and 
passed  in  the  Parliament  holden  in  the  19th  and  20lh 
years  of  our  reign  («),  entitled  "An  Act  to  extend  the 
provisions  of  an  Act  of  the  6th  and  7th  years  of  Her 
Majesty,  for  making  better  provision  for  the  spiritual 
care  of  populous  parishes,  and  further  to  provide  for  the 
formation  and  endowment  of  separate  and  distinct 
parishes,"  had  become  and  was,  within  the  meaning  of 
the  said  Act,  a  consecrated  church  to  which  a  district 
belonged,  and  wherein  banns  of  matrimony  and  the 
solemnization  of  marriages,  churchings  and  baptisms, 
according  to  the  laws  and  canons  in  force  in  this  realm^ 
were  authorized  to  be  published  and  performed,  (the 
district  aforesaid  not  being  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of 
the  said  Act  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesias- 
tical purposes),  and  the  incumbent  of  which  was  by  such 

{a)  Stat.  19  &  20  Vicf.  c.  104. 
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1861.  authority  entitled  for  his  own  benefit  to  the  entire  fees 
The  Queen  arising  from  the  performance  of  such  offices^  without  any 
reservation  thereout,  whereby  and  by  means  of  the  sjud 
last  mentioned  Act  of  Parliament,  immediately  after  the 
passing  thereof,  the  said  district  became  and  was  and 
now  is  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  fot  ecclesiastical 
purposes,  such  as  is  contemplated  in  the  15th  section  of 
the  statute  made  in  the  Parliament  holden  in  the  6th 
and  7th  years  of  our  reign  (a),  entitled  "  An  Act  to 
make  better  provision  for  the  spiritual  care  of  populous 
parishes,"  and  the  said  church  called  Christchurch,  being 
the  church  of  the  said  district,  then  became  *  and  was 
and  now  is  the  church  of  such  parish  ;  And  whereas  all 
and  singular  the  provisions  of  the  said  last  mentioned 
statute,  as  then  amended,  relative  to  new  parishes  upon 
their  becoming  such,  and  to  the  matters  and  things  con* 
sequent  thereon,  became  and  were  and  now  are,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  of  the  19lh 
and  20lh  years  of  our  reign,  extended  and  made  appli- 
cable to  the  said  new  parish'of  Christckurch,  and  by 
reason  thereof  two  fit  and  proper  persons  duly  qualified 
in  that  behalf,  as  required  by  the  said  statute  so  made 
in  the  Parliament  holden  in  the  6th  and  7th  years  of  our 
reign,  ought  in  every  year  to  be  chosen  churchwardens 
of  the  same  parish,  one  being  chosen  by  the  minister 
and  incumbent  of  the  same  parish,  and  the  other  by  the 
inhabitants  residing  therein,  and  having  a  similar  quali- 
fication to  that  which  would  entitle  inhabitants  to  vote 
at  the  election  of  churchwardens  for  the  said  parish  of 
St  Mary,  Rotherhithe,  and  such  election  ought  to  take 
place  at  the  usual  period  of  appointing  parish  officers  at 

(a)  Stat.  6  &  7  Viit.  r.  37. 
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a  meeting  summoned  in  such  manner  as  the  minister  186 1 5 
and  incumbent  of  the  said  parish  of  Cbristchurch  shall  The  Queen 
direct ;  And  whereas  we  have  been  given  to  understand  p  ^-^^ 
and  be  informed  in  our  Court  before  us,  that,  although 
one  churchwarden  for  the  said  parish  of  Chrisichurch, 
Hotherhithe,  has  been  duly  chosen  by  you  the  said 
Frederick  Perry,  being  the  minister  and  incumbent  of 
*the  same  parish  as  aforesaid,  nevertheless  no  other 
churchwarden  for  the  same  parish  has  been  chosen  by 
the  inhabitants  residing  therein^  and  having  the  quali- 
fication aforesaid,  and  that  no  meeting  of  such  inhabit- 
ants, for  the  purpose  of  choosing  such  churchwarden,  has 
been  duly  summoned  by  you  the  said  Frederick  Perry^ 
as  such  minister  and  incumbent  as  aforesaid,  according 
to  the  said  statutes,  but  that  on  the  contrary  thereof 
you,  the  said  Frederick  Perry ^  though  requested,  as  such 
minister  and  incumbent  as  aforesaid,  by  divers  of  the 
said  inhabitants  to  convene  and  hold  such  a  meeting  of 
the  said  inhabitants  so  qualified  to  vote  as  aforesaid,  for 
the  purpose  of  choosing  such  other  churchwarden  ac- 
cording to  the  said  statutes  in  that  behalf^  have  wholly 
neglected  and  refused,  and  still  do  neglect  and  refuse, 
so  to  do,  whereby  the  said  parish  of  Christchurch^ 
Botherhithe,  has  been  and  is  wrongfully  deprived  of  the 
benefit  of  having  such  other  churchwarden,  and  the  in- 
habitants of  the  said  parish  have  been  and  are  prevented 
from  choosing  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  fill  the  said 
office  of  churchwarden,  although  the  usual  period  of  ap- 
pointing parish  officers,  and  the  proper  time  for  so 
choosing  such  a  person  as  aforesaid  to  fill  the  said  office 
of  churchwarden,  has  long  since  elapsed ;  in  contempt  , 

of  us,  and  to  the  great  prejudice  and  injury  of  the  said 
parbh,  and  of  the  said  inhabitants  thereof^  as  we  have 
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^861.  been  informed  from  complaint  made  to  ns ;  We,  there- 
TheQuKEK  fore,  being  willing  that  a  fit  and  speedy  remedy  be 
Peeet.  applied  in  this  respect,  as  it  is  reasonable,  do  command 
yoa,  the  said  Frederick  Perryy  being  such  minister  and 
incumbent  as  aforesaid,  firmly  enjoining  you  that,  im- 
mediately after  the  receipt  of  this  our  writ,  you  do  con- 
vene and  hold  a  proper  meeting  of  the  inhabitants  of 
the  said  parish  of  Christchurch,  Botherhithe^  duly  qualified ' 
according  to  law  as  aforesaid  to  vote  at  the  election  of 
churchwardens  for  the  said  parish,  for  the  purpose  of 
electing  a  fit  and  proper  person  to  serve  the  office  of 
churchwarden  for  the  said  parish  of  Chiistchurck^ 
Rotherhithey  for  the  current  year  or  such  part  thereof  as 
may  remain  unexpired,  so  that  such  person  may  be 
then  and  there  duly  elected  to  serve  the  said  office, 
according  to  the  laws  and  statutes  in  that  behalf  made 
and  provided,  or  that  you  shew  us  cause  to  the  contrary 
thereof.** 

Return.  That  the  said  church  called  Chrisichurdi 
had  not,  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  the  said  Act  of 
Parliament  made  and  passed  in  the  Parliament  holden 
in  the  19th  and  20th  years  of  the  reign  of  our  said  lady 
the  Queen,  in  the  said  writ  mentioned,  become,  nor  was 
it  within  the  meaning  of  the  said  Act,  a  consecrated 
church  to  which  a  district  belonged,  and  wherein  banns 
of  matrimony  and  the  solemnization  of  marriages, 
churchings  and  baptisms  according  to  the  laws  and 
canons  in  force  in  this  realm,  were  authorized  to  be 
published  and  performed,  or  the  incumbent  of  which 
was  by  such  authority  entitled  for  his  own  benefit  to 
the  entire  fees  arising  from  the  performance  of  such 
offices  without  any  reservation  thereout;  And  further, 
that  the  said  district  did  not,  by  means  of  the  said  last 
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meotioned  Act  of  Parliament,  become^  nor  was  nor  is  it  1861; 
by  means  of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament,  a  separate  and  The  Queen 
distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  such  as  is  con-  Peert 
templated  in  the  15th  section  of  the  statute  made  in  the 
Parliament  holdcn  in  the  6th  and  7th  years  of  the  reign 
of  our  said  Lady  the  Queen  in  the  said  writ  mentioned. 
And  further  that,  before  and  at  the  time  of  the  passing 
of  the  said  Act  of  Parliament  made  in  the  Parliament 
bolden  in  the  19th  and  20th  years  of  the  reign  of  our 
said  lady  the  Queen,  the  said  district  of  Christchurch 
bad  and  enjoyed,  and  now  has  and  enjoys,  the  special 
right,  privilege  and  liability,  that  the  churchwardens  for 
the  church  or  chapel  of  Christchurch  should  and  shall, 
at  the  usual  period  of  appointing  parish  officers  in  every 
year,  be  chosen,  one  by  the  incumbent  of  the  said  church 
or  chapel  for  the  time  being,  and  the  other  by  the  ren- 
ters of  pews  in  such  church  or  chapel :  and  that  such 
special  right,  privilege  and  liability  was  not,  nor  is  the 
same,  taken  away,  altered,  or  in  anywise  affected  by  the 
said  last  mentioned  Act,  but  still  exists  in  full  force  and 
effect:  and  that  on  12 th  Aprils  1860,  being  the  usual 
period  of  appointing  parish  officers,  two  churchwardens 
were  duly  chosen  in  such  manner  as  aforesaid,  one  by 
me  the  said  Frederick  Perry^  and  the  other  by  the  pew 
renters  df  the  said  church  or  chapel  of  Christchurch^  to 
act  as  churchwardens  for  the  same  for  the  then  current 
year,  which  is  not  yet  elapsed ;  and  that  they  have  since 
then  acted  and  now  act  as  such  churchwardens  as  afore- 
said under  such  special  right,  privilege  and  liability  as 
aforesaid. 

Demurrer.     Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Badeleyy  in  support  of  the  demurrer.     The  return  is 
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1861.  bad.  The  question  turns  upon  stat  19  &  20  Vict. 
The  QoEKN  ^'  ^^^'  *•  ^^'>  ^'^ich  enacts  that  "  Wheresoever  or  as 
soon  as  banns  of  matrimony  and  the  solemnization  of 
marriages,  churchings  and  baptisms  according  to  the 
laws  and  canons  in  force  in  this  realm  are  authorized  to 
be  published  and  performed  in  any  consecrated  church 
or  chapel  to  which  a  district  shall  belong,  such  district 
not  being  at  the  time  of  the  passing  of  this  Act  a 
separate  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes, 
and  the  incumbent  of  which  is  by  such  authority  entided 
for  his  own  benefit  to  the  entire  fees  arising  from  the 
performance  of  such  offices  without  any  reservation 
thereout,  such  district  or  place  shall  become  and  be  a 
separate  and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes, 
such  as  is  contemplated  in  the   15th  section  oP  stat 

6  &  7  Vict  c.  37.,  "and  the  church  or  chapel  of  such 
district  shall  be  the  church  of  such  parish,  and  all  and 
singular  the  provisions  of  stats.  6  &  7  Vict  c  37.  and 

7  &  8  Fict  c.  94.,  "  (as  amended  by  this  Act)  relative 
to  new  parishes,  upon  their  becoming  such,  and  to  the 
matters  and  things  consequent  thereon,  shall  extend 
and  apply  to  the  said  parish  and  church  as  fully  and 
eficctually  as  if  the  same  had  become  a  new  parish 
under  the  provisions  of  the  said  last  mentioned  Acts." 
The  15th  section  of  stat  6  &  7  Vict  c.  37.,  therein 
referred  to^  enacts  that,  upon  any  church  or  chapel 
being  consecrated  as  the  church  or  chapel  of  a  district, 
*^  such  district  shall,  from  and  after  the  consecration  of 
such  church  or  chapel,  be  and  be  deemed  to  be  a  new 
parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes."  And  the  I7th  sec- 
tion of  the  same  statute  enacts,  "  That  in  every  such 
case  of  a  district  so  becoming  a  new  parish  two  fit  and 
proper  persons"  "shall"  **be  chosen  churchwardens  for 


V. 

Pkrbt. 


XXIV.  VICTORIA.  651 

such  new  parish,  one  being  chosen  by  the  perpetual  1861. 
curate  thereof,  and  the  other  by  the  inhabitants  rcSding  The  Qobkh 
therein,  and  having  a  similar  qualification  to  that  which 
would  entitle  inhabitants  to  vote  at  the  election  of 
churchwardens  for  the  principal  parish."  Regard  being 
bad  to  these  enactments  it  is  evident  that  so  soon  as  a 
district  church  or  chapel  becomes  subject  to  the  ope- 
ration of  Stat*  19  &  20  Vict  e.  104.  s.  14.,  church- 
wardens for  the  district  must  be  elected  by  the  persons 
pointed  out  by  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.  s.  17.;  which  last 
enactment  is  but  in  aflSrmance  of  the  common  law,  by 
which,  when  a  district  or  place  becomes  a  separate 
parish,  all  the  common  law  rights  attaching  to  the  parish- 
ioners at  large  attach,  so  far  as  the  district  or  place  is 
concerned,  to  its  inhabitants.  The  two  statutes  must 
be  read  together;  and  indeed  in  many  respects  they 
supplement  each  other :  for  instance^  stat.  19  &  20  Vict 
c.  104.,  though  in  sect.  9  it  provides  for  the  appointment 
of  parish  clerks  and  sextons,  is  silent  as  to  the  election 
of  churchwardens ;  whereas  stat.  6  &  7  Fict  c.  37.  is 
silent  and  operative,  respectively,  in  the  contrary  di- 
rection. The  question,  therefore,  is  reduced  to  this, 
whether  the  district  of  Christchurchy  Rotherhithe,  has 
become  subject  to  the  operation  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict 
c.  104.  s,  14.  And  that  it  has  so  become  appears  from 
the  facts  that  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese  has  granted  his 
license  and  authority  for  the  publication  of  banns  of 
matrimony  and  the  solemnization  of  marriages  in  the 
church  of  the  district,  and  that  the  incumbent  is  entitled 
for  his  own  benefit  to  the  entire  fees  therefrom.  It 
follows  that  the  privilege  alleged  in  the  return,  for  one 
of  the  churchwardens  to  be  elected  by  the  renters  of 
pews,  instead  of  by  the  inhabitants,  cannot  be  supported, 
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1861.  being  directly  opposed  to  the  provisions  of  stat.  6  &  7 
The  Queen  VicW'c.  37.  8.  17.  The  Other  side  may  rely  upon  stat. 
Perbt.  1  &  2  ^r.  4.  c.  38.  *.  16.,  which  enacts  "That  two  fit 
and  proper  persons  shall  be  appointed  to  act  as  church- 
wardens for  every  church  or  chapel  built  or  appro- 
priated under  the  provisions  of  this  Act,  at  the  usual 
period  of  appointing  parish  oflScers  in  every  year,  and 
shall  be  chosen,  one  by  the  incumbent  of  the  church  or 
chapel  for  the  time  being,  and  the  other  by  the  renters 
of  pews  in  such  church  or  chapeL"  That  Act,  however, 
ceases  to  have  any  application  when  a  district  becomes 
a  separate  and  distinct  parish  under  the  provisions  of 
the  later  statutes.  Churchwardens  elected  by  pew- 
renters  would  not  have  the  full  powers  of  parish  church- 
wardens, chosen  by  the  parishioners  at  large  (a). 

Dr.  Phillimore,  contra,  was  directed  by  the  Court  to 
confine  his  argument  to  the  meaning  of  the  word 
•'authorized"  in  stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104.  s.  14. 

The  publication  of  banns  and  the  solemnization  of 
marriages,  &c.,  in  the  church  of  the  district  oi  Christchureh^ 
have  not  been  authorized  within  the  meaning  of  that  sec- 
tion. No  doubt^  as  stated  on  the  other  side,  stats.  6  &  7 
Vict,  c.  37.  and  19  &  20  Vict  c.  104.  are  in  many  respects 
to  be  read  together.  Now  stat  6  &  7  Vict  c.  37.  enacts, 
by  sect.  9,  "  That  if  at  any  time  it  shall  be  made  to 
appear  to  the"  *'  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  for  JEng- 
land,  that  it  would  promote  the  interests  of  religion  that 
any  part  or  parts  of  ©ny"  "  parish  or  parishes,  chapelry 
or  chapelries,  district  or  districts,  or  any  txtra-parochial 
place  or  places,  or  any  part  or  parts  thereof,  should  be 

(a)  IIo  made  tome  further  points  which,  as  they  are  not  noticed  in 
the  judgment,  are  here  omitted. 
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/ 
constituted  a  separate  district  for  spiritual  purposes,  it        1861. 

shall  be  lawful,  by  the  authority  aforesaid,  with  the  The  Queeh 
consent  of  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese  under  his  hand  and  Psrbt. 
seal,  to  set  out  by  metes  and  bounds,  and  constitute  a 
separate  district  ^accordingly ;"  and  that  every  scheme 
for  constituting  any  such  district  shall  be  laid  before 
Her  Majesty  in  council ;  and  the  order  of  council  ratify- 
ing such  scheme  is>  by  sect.  10,  to  be  registered  by  the 
registrar  of  the  diocese.  By  ^*  the  authority  aforesaid,^ 
in  sect  9,  must  therefore  be  meant  the  authority  of  the 
Ecclesiastical  Commissioners,  ratified  by  an  order  in 
council.  Then  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  104.  s.  1 1.  enacts  that 
*'  From  and  after  the  commencement  oP*  that  "  Act,  the 
Commissioners  may,  if  they  shall  think  fit,  upon  appli- 
cation  of  the  incumbent  of  any  church  or  chapel  to 
which  a  district  shall  belong,  with  the  consent  in  writ- 
ing of  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese,  make  an  order,  under 
thqir  common  seal,  authorizing  the  publication  of  banns 
of  matrimony  and  the  solemnization  j^herein  of  marriages, 
baptisms,  churchings,  and  burials,  according  to  the  laws 
and  canons  now  in  force  in  this  realm  ;  and  all  the  fees 
payable  for  the  performance  of  such  offices,  as  well  as 
all  the  mortuary  and  other  ecclesiastical  fees,  dues,  obla- 
tions, or  ofierings  arising  within  the  limits  of  such 
district,  shall  be  payable  and  be  paid  to  the  incumbent 
of  such  district.**  The  authorization,  therefore,  of  the 
publication  of  banns  and  the  performance  of  marriages 
&c.,  mentioned  in  sect.  14  of  that  Act,  must  mean  an 
authorization  by  order  of  the  Commissioners  under 
sect.  1 1 ;  and  can  have  no  reference  to  an  authoriza- 
tion by  license  of  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese,  granted 
under  The  Marriage  Act,  6  &  7  fF.  4.  c.  85.,  sect. 
VOL.  lu.        .  2  u  B.  &  B. 
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1861.  26,  which  license  is  limited  to  the  solemnization  of 
The  QuKM  marriages,  and  may,  by  sect  32,  be  revoked  at  any  time 
PxIbt.  ^y  ^^^^i^S  under  the  hand  and  seal  of  the  Bishop,  with 
the  consent  in  writing  of  the  Archbishop  of  the  pro- 
vince. If  such  a  license  satisfies  the  requirements  of 
Stat  19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104.  s.  14.,  a  district  may  one 
day  be  a  separate  parish  and  the  next,  by  reason  of 
a  revocation  of  the  license,  cease  to  be  so:  whereas, 
if  an  order  of  the  Ecclesiastical  Commissioners  is  ren- 
dered necessary  by  that  section,  no  such  anomaly  can 
result:  such  an  order,  once  made,  being  irrevocable. 

Cur.  ado.  vulL 

WiGHTMAN  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  (a). 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
our  judgment  upon  this  demurrer.  It  is  clear  that, 
unless  the  district  of  Christchurch  has  become  a  separate 
and  distinct  parish  for  ecclesiastical  purposes,  by  virtue 
of  the  provisions  of  stat  19  &  20  FicL  c.  104.,  the 
mandamus  cannot  be  supported.  And  we  think  that 
the  district  of  Christchurch  had  not,  at  the  time  of 
passing  that  Act,  the  requirements  necessary  to  convert 
it  into  a  parish  of  itself,  by  virtue  of  that  statute.  The 
new  church  called  Christchurch  was  built  and  endowed, 
and  had  a  district  assigned  to  it  and  a  fund  provided  for 
the  repairs  of  the  church,  in  the  years  1839  and  1840, 
under  the  provisions  of  stat.  1  &  2  fPl  4.  c.  38. ;  and,  in 
1840,  the  Bishop,  under  the  provisions  of  stat  6  &  7  fVA. 
c.  85.,  granted  his  license  and  authority  for  the  publication 

(a)  Cwikhum  C.  J.,  Wightman,  HiU  and  Biackbttm  Ji. 
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of  banns  and  solemnization  of  marriages  in  the  new  church  1861 . 
called  Christchurch,  and  for  taking  the  same  fees  in  xhe  Queen" 
respect  thereof  as  were  taken  in  the  mother  church  by  p  ^' 
the  minister  or  incumbent  thereof  for  the  lime  being;  to 
which  the  fees  for  churchings,  baptisms  and  burials  were 
afterwards  added.  The  Bishop's  license  may  however, 
as  expressly  enacted  by  the  32nd  section  of  the  last 
mentioned  Act,  be  revoked  by  the  Bishop  with  consent 
of  the  Archbishop ;  and,  by  the  proviso  at  the  end  of 
the  26th  section  of  the  same  Act,  marriages  could  only 
be  solemnized  in  the  new  district  church  until  the 
license  should  be  revoked.  By  the  16th  section  of  stat. 
1  &  2  fV.  A.  c.  38.9  under  which  the  new  dbtrict  church 
called  Christchurch  was  built  and  endowed,  two  church- 
wardens are  to  be  chosen,  one  by  the  incumbent  of  the 
new  church,  the  other  by  the  renters  of  pews  in  the 
church.  The  church  and  district  of  Christchurch  having 
been  thus  created  under  the  provisions  of  stat.  1  &  2 
W.  4.  c.  38.,  and  publication  of  banns  and  solemni- 
zation of  marriages  having  been  authorized  by  the 
Bishop  under  stat.  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  85.,  as  before 
mentioned,  things  remained  in  the  same  state,  the 
renters  of  pews  choosing  one  of  the  churchwardens,  until 
the  present  question  was  raised,  and  it  was  said  that, 
immediately  after  the  passing  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict 
c.  104.,  the  district  of  Christchurch  became  a  separate 
and  distinct  parish  by  the  force  and  operation  of  stat. 
19  &  20  Vict.  c.  104.  s.  14.,  by  which  it  is  enacted 
that  "  wheresoever  or  as  soon  as  banns  of  matrimony 
and  the  solemnization  of  marriages,  churchings,  and 
baptisms  according  to  the  law  and  canons  in  force  in 
this  realm  are  authorized  to  be  published  and  performed 
2  u  2 
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1861.  in  any  consecrated  cbarch  or  cbapel  to  which  a  district 
The  Queen  shall  belongs  such  district  not  being  at  the  time  of  the 
Pebrt.  passing  of  this  Act  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for 
ecclesiastical  purposes,  and  the  incumbent  of  which  is 
by  such  authority  entitled  for  his  own  benefit  to  the 
entire  fees  arising  from  the  performance  of  such  oflSces 
without  any  reservation  thereout,  such  district  or  place 
shall  become  and  be  a  separate  and  distinct  parish  for 
ecclesiastical  purposes,  such  as  is  contemplated  in  the  15th 
section  of 'stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37.;  "and  all"  "the  provi- 
sions of*'  that  Act  "  relative  to  new  parishes,  upon  their 
becoming  such,'*  "shall"  "apply  to  the  said  parish"  "as 
if"  it  "had  become  a  new  parish  under"  stat.  6  &  7 
Vict  c.  37.  By  the  17th  section  of  the  last  mentioned 
Act  one  of  the  churchwardens  of  the  new  parish  is  to 
be  elected  by  the  incumbent  and  the  other  by  the 
inhabitants.  It  was  said  for  the  prosecution  that,  the 
Bishop  havinpr  authorized  the  publication  of  banns  and 
the  solemnization  of  matrimony  in  the  new  church 
called  Christchurchf  the  condition  required  by  the  14th 
section  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict  c.  104.  was  fulfilled,  and 
that  the  district  became  a  distinct  parish  immediately 
upon  the  passing  of  that  Act.  We  are  however  of 
opinion  that  the  authority  contemplated  and  intended 
by  that  section  of  the  Act  was  not  a  revocable  license 
by  the  Bishop,  but  an  authority  under  an  order  of  the 
Commissioners  under  the  11th  section  of  the  Act,  which 
expressly  empowers  the  Commissioners,  if  they  think  fit, 
to  authorize  the  publication  of  banns  and  solemnization 
of  matrimony  and  baptisms,  churchings  and  burials;  and 
all  the  fees  payable  for  such  offices  to  be  paid  to  the  in- 
cumbent of  the  district.     This  authority,  if  it  had  been 
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granted  by  the  order  of  the  Comniissioners,  would  be  of  1861. 
a  permanent  and  irrevocable  character;  but  it  has  not  The  Quekn 
been  granted,  and  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  revocable  pmrt 
authority  or  license  of  the  Bishop  is  not  enough  to  bring 
^  this  district  within  the  I4th  section  of  stat.  19  &  20 
Vict,  c.  104.  We  may  observe  that  the  15th  section  of 
8tat.  6  &  7  Vict  c.  37.  does  not  appear  to  us  to  be 
applicable  to  this  case  of  a  district  not  constituted  under 
that  Act  but  under  stat.  I  &  2  fF.  4.  c.  38.,  with  a 
license  by  the  Bishop  under  stat.  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  85.  Upon 
the  ground,  therefore,  that  the  new  church  called  Christ^ 
church  was  not  one  in  which  banns  of  matrimony  and 
the  solemnization  of  marriages,  churchings  and  baptisms 
were  authorized  to  be  published  and  performed,  within 
the  meaning  of  the  14th  section  of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict. 
c.  104.,  we  think  that  the  mandamus  cannot  be  main- 
tained, and  that  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  succeed 
upon  this  demurrer.  Another  point  arose,  upon  the 
effect  to  be  given  to  the  29th  section  of  the  Act,  upon 
which  we  do  not  think  it  necessary  to  give  any  opinion, 
as  upon  the  other  ground  we  think  that  there  should  be 
judgment  for  the  defendant. 

Judgment  for  the  defendant,  with  costs. 
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Tuesday, 
February  I2th. 


The  Queen  against  Leatham. 


The  Corrupt  ^HIS  was  an  inforniation  filed  by  the  Attorney  General 

ElertionsAct,  against  the  defendant:  charging  him,  in  the  first 

c\^  V'T*^^'  count,  with  having,  on  26th  April,  1859,  he  being  then 

requires  all  ^  candidate  at  the  election  for  a  member  of  Parliament 

penoDs  sum- 
moned to  give  for  the  borough  of  Wakefield,  advanced  to  one  Thomas 

evidence 

Field  Gilbert  2000/.,  with  intent  that  it  should  be  ex- 


before  Com- 
missioners 
appointed  to 
inquire  into 
such  practices 
to  attend  the 
Commissioners 
and  answer 
all  questions 
put  by  them, 
and  produce 
all  hooks  and 
documents 
bearing  on 
the  inquiry. 
"Provided 
always,  that 
no  statement 
made  by  any 
person  m 
answer  to 
any  question 
put  by  such 
Commissioner 
shall,  except 
in  cases  of 
indictment 


pended  in  bribery  at  the  said  election,  against  The 
Corrupt  Practices  Prevention  Act,  1854,  17  &  18  Fict. 
e.  102.  «.  2  (5).  There  were  other  counts  charging  the 
defendant  with  separate  and  distinct  acts  of  bribery. 

Plea.     Not  guilty. 

At  the  trial,  before  Martin  B.,  at  the  Yorkshire 
Summer  Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
was  a  candidate  at  the  election  for  a  member  of  Parlia- 
ment for  the  borough  of  Wakefield,  which  took  place  on 
2nd  May^  1859.  The  defendant,  through  Messrs.  Over^ 
end  §•  Gurney^  secretly  forwarded  to  one  Joseph  Wain- 
wrighty  the  solicitor  employed  by  him  in  the  election,  a 
large  sura  of  money  for  election  purposes.  A  letter, 
dated  5th  August,  1859,  from  the  defendant  to  Wain- 
wrighty  was  produced  and  tendered  in  evidence  for  the 

such  answers, 
be  admisaible 
in  evidence  in  any  proceeding,  civil  op  criminal." 

Held  that,  notwithstanding  this  proviso,  a  document  already  in  existence  before  the 
time  at  which  a  witness  is  examinea  before  the  Commissioners,  and  relerred  to  by  him 
in  the  course  of  that  examination,  is  admissible  in  evidence  a^nst  him  in  subsequent 
proceedings,  other  than  the  specified  indictment  for  perjury,  if  it  be  otherwise  admissible, 
and  be  proved  by  independent  evidence  aliunde. 

Per  bill  J.  Assuming  that  such  a  document,  if  communicated  by  the  witness  to  the 
Commissioners  under  compulsion,  is  privileged  from  production  in  the  subsequent  pro« 
ceedings,  independent  secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  is  then  admissible. 


for  perjury^ 
committed  in 
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prosecution;  but  objected  to  od  tbe  part  of  the  defendant,  1861. 
as  being  excluded  from  evidence  by  stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  The  Queen 
c.  57.  ss.  8.  9.  (a).  In  order  to  support  the  objection,  leathak. 
it  was  shewn  that  Commissioners  had  been  appointed 
under  that  Act,  in  August^  1859,  to  inquire  into  the 
corrupt  practices  alleged  to  have  taken  place  at  the 
fVah^ld  election ;  and  that  both  the  defendant  and 
Wainwright  had  been  examined  by  them.  The  de- 
fendant, who  was  called  by  the  Commissioners  before 
Waimorighty  when  under  examination  was  asked  whether 
be  had  got  the  letter  which  fVaintoright  wrote  to  him 
since  the  petition  against  the  election ;  and  he  answered 
**  Yes,  at  home ;  it  was  asking  me  to  state  what  sums  I 
considered  him  accountable  for;  I  wrote  them  all  down, 
and  I  sent  them  to  him."  The  Commissioners  expressed 
a  wish  to  see  this  letter  from  Wainwright  to  the  defendant ; 
and  the  defendant  afterwards  handed  it  to  them.  Wain- 
wrigfU  was  afterwards  called  before  the  Commissioners ; 
and  after  he  had  been  examined,  but  during  the  pen- 
dency of  the  commission,  he,  in  pursuance  of  a  promise 
made  to  the  Cyommissioners,  sent  all  the  documents 
which  he  could  6nd  to  Mr.  Dew,  their  secretary,  amongst 
which  was  the  letter  of  5th  August,  1859,  from  the 
defendant  to  fVainwright 

The  learned  Judge  admitted  the  letter,  which  was  as 
follows: — 

«  HemswcTth  Hall,  Pcntrfract 
August  5,  1859. 
"Dear  Sir, 

"  In  reply  to  your  inquiry  I  beg  to  hand  you  on  the 
other  side  the  sums  of  money  which  were  advanced  by 

(a)  ''  Corrupt  Practices  at  Elections  Act."    See  these  sections  cited 
in  the  argument. 
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1861.        myself  and  friends  for  election  purposes.     I  shall  be 
ThoQuBSH     ^^'y  g^^^  ^®  ^®®  ™y  account  settled     We  arrived  safely 

LiATHAK.     ^^^^  ^°  Tuesday. 

I  remain. 

Yours  truly, 

••  J.  Wainwright,  Esq.''  "  fP.  iJ.  ZeolAam.** 

•'1859.                                                             £.  s.  d. 

Jan.     8.  To  loan  on  promissory  note        600  0  0 
April    9.  To  loan  per  Overend,  Gumey 

ff  Co.       -        -        -        -  1000  0  0 

"    20.  Ditto                     ditto           -    fiOO  0  0 

"    26.  Ditto                     ditto           -  1000  0  0 
May    2.  To  cheque  on  Leatham,  Tew 

^  Co.       -        -        -        -    200  0  0 

««      7.  Ditto                     ditto           .    600  0  0 
Jufy  26.  To  sums,  per  election  auditor, 
paid     by    Leatham,    Tew 

^  Co 461  18  8 

£4161  18    8 
Jufy.        To  Mr.  fFyatt,  on  account  of 

petition  expenses        -        -    300    0    0 

£4461  18    8.' 


The  letter,  from  Wainwright  to  the  defendant,  supposed 
to  be  dated  4th  August,  1859,  to  which  the  above  letter 
waa  an  answer,  was  then  called  for  by  the  prosecution, 
who  had  given  the  defendant  notice  to  produce  it;  and, 
it  not  being  forthcoming,  the  prosecution,  without  any 
objection  on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  called  Wmn- 
Wright,  who  stated  that  the  substance  of  the  letter  was 
that  ''  I  wished  to  know  if  the  defendant  could  tell  roe 
what  were  the  amounts  he  charged  me  with." 
The  jury  returned  a  general  verdict  of  Guilty. 


T. 

Lkatbau, 
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Sir  Fitzroy  Kelly y  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  1861. 
a  rule,  calling  on  the  Attorney  General  to  shew  cause  TheQuBm 
why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial,  on  the  grounds, 
first,  that  there  was  no  evidence  of  a  payment  to  Gilbert^ 
to  support  the  first  count ;  secondly,  that  the  contents 
of  the  letter  from  Wainwright  to  the  defendant,  and 
the  defendant's  letter  to  Wainioright  in  answer,  were 
improperly  admitted  in  evidence. 

Sir  W.  Athertany  Solicitor  General,  now  shewed  cause. 
(He  consented,  in  the  outset,  to  enter  a  Nolle  pro- 
sequi as  to  the  first  count.)  As  to  the  second  ground 
on  which  the  rule  was  obtained,  the  learned  Judge  was 
right  in  admitting  the  evidence  objected  to.  First,  the 
letter  of  5th  August,  1859,  from  the  defendant  to  Wain- 
wrighty  was  per  se  clearly  admissible,  and  there  is 
nothing  in  the  provisions  of  The  Corrupt  Practices  at 
Elections  Act,  15  &  16  Vict  c.  67.,  to  exclude  it  from 
proof.  Sect  8  of  that  statute  enacts  that  **  It  shall  be 
lawful  for"  the  "  Commissioners,  by  a  summons"  "  to 
require  the  attendance  before  them"  "  of  any  persons 
whomsoever  whose  evidence,  in  the  judgment  of  such 
Commissioners,"  <^may  be  material  to  the  subject-matter 
of  the  inquiry  to  be  made  by"  them,  **  and  to  require  all 
persons  to  bring  before  them  such  books,  papers,  deeds, 
and  writings  as  to  such  Commissioners"  '^appear  necessary 
for  arriving  at  the  truth  of  the  things  to  be  inquired  into 
by  them  under  this  Act;  all  which  persons  shall  attend 
such  Commissioners,  and  shall  answer  all  questions  put 
to  them  by  such  Commissioners  touching  the  matters  to  be 
inquired  into  by  them,  and  shall  produce  all  books, 
papers,  deeds,  and  writings  required  of  them,  and  in  their 
custody  or  under  their,  control,  according  to  the  tenor 


V. 

Lkathav. 
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1861.        of  ^h®  sumiDons:  Provided  always,  that  no  statement 
The  QuKKK    ni^ci®  by  any  person  in  answer  to  any  question  put  by 
such  Commissioner  (a)  shall,  except  in  cases  of  indict- 
ment for  perjury  committed  in  such  answers,  be  admis — 
sible  in  evidence  in  any  proceeding,  civil  or  ciiminaL*^ 
This  section  excludes  from  evidence,  in  pioceediii 
subsequent  to  the  inquiry  before  the  Commiasioner 
statements,  only,  made  by  a  witness  in  answer  to  th. 
Commissioners'  questions :  and  it  is  impossible  to  main 
tain  that  the  letter  in  question  was  such  a  statemen  ^.  ii 
If  it  be  a  statement  at  all  it  is  not  a  statement  made  ^^    fn 
answer  to  a  question  by  the  Commissioners.     The  lett*^  --^^ 
was  not  produced  to  the  Commissioners  daring  fFa^^s:^^ 
wrighfh  examination,  but  sent  to  them  afterwards  ^^^  {m 
him  ;  and  the  fiict  that  it  was  referred* to  in  the  coui 
of  the  Commissioners'  inquiry  cannot  preclude  it : 
being  proved  by  independent  evidence  in  a  subsequ 
civil  proceeding.     Secondly,  the   objection  as  to    '^le 
admissibility  of  evidence  of  the  contents  of  Wainwrig^^n 
letter  to  the  defendant  ought  not  to  have  been  opem    to 
the  defendant  on  moving  for  the  rule,  as  it  was   viot 
taken  at  the  trial ;  and,  if  now  open  to  him,  is  untenable^ 
the  letter  being  referred  to  in  the  defendant's  answer  \o 
it  of  5th  August^  1859;  to  explain  which  reference,    m 
justice  to  the  defendant,  was  the  sole  object  which  €fae 
prosecution  had  in  view  in  adducing  the  evidence,    ^fie 
was  then  stopped  by  the  Court.) 

Sir  FUzray  Kelly  and  Quain^  contriL     The  policy  cX 
the  Legislature  in  passing  stat  15  &  16  Vict,  e.  57. 
was  to  give  every  facility  for  the  full  disclosure  of  comipt 


(a)  8tc. 


r\ 
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practices  committed  at  elections  for  members  of  Parlia-  1861. 
ment,  and  to  protect  persons  making  a  full  disclosure  The  Quekn 
from  all  subsequent  liability  in  respect  to  the  matters  LKArajjc. 
disclosed.  The  power  given  to  the  Commissioners  by 
sect.  8  to  call  before  them  all  persons  whomsoever 
whose  evidence  they  may  consider  material,  is  very 
large,  and  must  be  taken  in  connection  with  sect.  9, 
which  protects  every  person  who  has  been  engaged  in 
any  corrupt  practice  at  an  election,  and  who  is  examined 
as  a  witness,  and  gives  evidence  touching  such  corrupt 
practice  before  the  Commissioners,  and  who  upon  such 
examination  makes  a  true  discovery  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge  touching  all  things  to  which  he  is  so  exa- 
mined, from  all  penal  actions,  forfeitures,  punishments, 
disabilities,  and  incapacities,  and  all  criminal  prosecu- 
tions, for  anything  done  by  him  in  respect  of  such  cor- 
rupt practice ;  and  enacts  that  no  person  shall  be  excused 
from  answering  any  question  put  to  him  by  the  Com- 
missioners on  the  ground  of  any  privilege,  or  on  the 
ground  that  the  answer  to  such  question  will  tend  to 
criminate  him.  The  spirit,  if  not  the  letter  of  this 
enactment,  is,  that  a  witness  who  divulges  all  he  knows, 
whether  by  means  of  oral  evidence,  or  by  the  production 
of  written  documents,  shall  be  exempt  from  having  his 
words  or  documents  afterwards  used  against  him  in  any 
proceeding  founded  upon  his  alleged  corrupt  practices. 
Moreover,  the  protection  accorded,  by  the  proviso  to 
sect.  8,  to  statements  made  by  witnesses  in  answer  to 
questions  by  the  Commissioners,  extends  to  documents 
referred  to  in,  and  thereby  made  part  of,  such  statements. 
Suppose  the  defendant  had  been  asked  by  the  Commis- 
sioners, *^  What  sums  of  money,  and  for  what  purposes, 
did  you  remit  to  fVainwrightf^   and  had  answered  **1 
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1861.  remitted  bim  certain  moDeys  for  certiun  purposes  staled 
The  Qdeex  ^°  ^  letter  which  I  seot  him :"  aoder  the  first  daoae 
LsATHAjf  ^^  ^'^^'  ^  ^^  defeodaDt  would  be  compellable  to  pro- 
duce this  letter,  and  it  would  be  most  unfiur  i^  after  its 
compulsory  production,  it  could  be  turned  i^;ainst  him. 
If  the  Court  construe  the  Act  as  not  priiiieging  docu- 
ments so  produced  fit>m  being  afterwards  given  in  evi- 
dence against  those  producing  them,  they  will  h<dd  out 
an  inducement  to  persons  implicated  in  bribery  to  destroy 
all  documents  tending  to  criminate  them  ;  and  thus 
the  object  of  the  Legislature  will  be  in  great  measure 
defeated.  [Crompion  J.  It  may  be  uiged,  on  the  other 
hand,  that,  upon  your  construction  of  the  statute,  parties 
who  choose  to  make  any  document  a  part  of  their  state- 
ment before  the  Commissioners,  may  thereby  defeat  the 
ends  of  justice  in  any  subsequent  civil  action  involving 
that  document.]  It  is  not  necessary  to  go  to  the  length 
(rf*  saying  that  such  a  document  would  not  be  admissible 
in  any  subsequent  action ;  the  Act  must  be  taken  to 
refer  to  any  subsequent  proceeding  only,  instituted  in 
respect  of  corrupt  pnMrtices  at  an  election,  imputed  to 
a  witness  before  the  Commisaoners. 

(WiGHTMiLH  J.  was  present  during  part  of  the  aigu- 
ment,  but  left  before  its  condnsion.) 

Cbokptoh  J.  I  am  (rf*  opinion  that  this  rule  diould 
be  dischaiged«  I  cannot  say  that  I  have,  from  the  out- 
set, entertained  any  doubt  as  to  the  plain  meaning  of 
this  Act  of  Pariiam^it  It  seems  to  me  veiy  dear  that 
the  letters  in  question  are  not  excloded  fixnn  being  given 
in  evidence  by  anydiing  in  the  8th  section.  On  tibe 
focts  of  the  case,  indeed,  it  is  onneoesary  to  say  what 
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the  constiHiction  of  that  section  is,  because  the  one  im«  1861. 
portant  letter,  that  of  5th  August^  1859,  from  the  defen-  TheQosEii 
dant  to  ffainwriffkt,  was  not  sent  to  the  Commissioners  l^^xham. 
by  the  defendant  at  all,  but  by  JVainwright^  and  cannot, 
possibly,  therefore,  be  regarded  as  a  statement  by  the 
defendant  to  the  Commissioners.  I  think,  however,  that 
the  true  construction  plainly  is  that  a  document  already 
existing  before,  and  referred  toby  a  witness  in  the  course 
of,  the  examination  before  the  Commissioners,  is  not,  if 
admissible  evidence  per  se,  protected  from  production  in 
subsequent  proceedings,  upon  due  proof  of  it  being  then 
given  aliunde,  by  proof  of  handwriting,  and  so  forth.  If 
the  witness  chooses  to  make  his  statement  to  the  Com- 
missioners in  writing,  such  writing  will  be  privileged ;  but 
mere  reference  in  the  statement  to  a  pre-existing  writing 
can  confer  no  privilege  on  the  latter.  Were  we  to  hold 
otherwise,  we  should  put  a  forced  construction  on  the 
provisions  of  the  Act.  The  Legislature  first  empowers 
the  Commissioners  to  summon  before  them  all  persons 
whose  evidence  may  be  material,  and  to  require  them  to 
produce  all  books,  papers,  deeds  and  writings  bearing 
on  the  inquiry  ;  then  follows  an  enactment  making  it 
compulsory  on  all  such  persons  to  attend  and  produce 
all  documents,  and  answer  all  questions  put  to  them  by 
the  Commissioners ;  and,  lastly,  there  is  a  proviso 
**  That  no  statement  made  by  any  person  in  answer  to 
any  question  put  by  such  Commissioner  shall,  except 
in  cases  of  indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  such 
answers,  be  admissible  in  evidence  in  any  proceeding, 
civil  or  criminal."  Now,  as  I  have  said  already,  it  is 
clear  to  my  mind  that  this  proviso  refers  to  a  statement 
only,  or  to  something  which  is  in  the  nature  of  a  state- 
ment, and  does  not  include  documents  referred  to  in  a 
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1861.  statement  Again,  I  cannot  read  the  words  '**any  pro- 
The  QoEBu  ceeding,  civil  or  criminal*'  as  restricted  to  proceedings 
Lbatoam  ^^^^  under  the  Act.  Had  it  been  necessary  to  decide 
the  point,  I  should  have  been  prepared  to  hold  that  the 
Legislature  meant  to  protect  the  witness  from  having  his 
statements  given  in  evidence  against  him  in  any  subse- 
quent proceedings  whatever,  the  specified  indictment  for 
perjury  only  excepted.  For  instance,  his  statement 
could  not  be  used  against  him  to  prove  that  he  had  signed 
a  deed,  or  had  signed,  or  forged,  a  bill  of  exchange.  From 
all  further  liability  in  respect  of  statements  made  under 
legislative  compulsion  I  think-  that  the  Legislature  meant 
to  give,  ufid  have  rightly  given,  the  witness  relief;  but  I 
do  not  see  why  we  should  infer  that  they  intended  to 
protect  him  from  having  documents  used  against  him,  a 
clue  to  which  is  first  procured  in  the  course  of  his  exa- 
mination. It  is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  such  an 
intention,  bad  it  existed,  would  have  been  plainly  ex- 
pressed ;  on  the  other  hand,  such  an  enactment  would 
have  introduced  great  inconvenience,  giving  rise  in 
every  case  to  the  necessity  for  an  inquiry,  in  all  subse- 
quent proceedings,  as  to  whether  €xr  not  the  clue  which  < 
led  to  them  was  obtained  from  something  let  fall  by  the 
defendant  when  before  the  Commissioners,  and  thereby 
opening  as  wide  a  field  for  investigation  as  can  possibly 
be  conceived.  The  obvious  meaning  of  the  word  ^state- 
ment'* iu  the  proviso  to  the  8th  section  of  the  Act  is  a 
statement  made  fer  the  first  time  before  the  Commis- 
sioners; which  statement  alone  b  privileged.  In  the 
aualogvHKS  case  of  coDfessioos  by  persons  accused  of 
crimes^  they  cannot  be  used  against  such  persons  if 
i>biAiued  fn>m  them  under  the  compulsion  of  a  threat, 
or  the  inducement  of  a  pcxMnise ;  bat  matters  to  which 
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such  a  confettioD  gives  a  clue  may  neTeriheless  be  un-  186K 
exceptionally  pat  in  evidence.  For  instance,  if  stolen  The  Qubxm~ 
goods  or  a  murdered  body  are  or  is  found  in  a  place  lkathak. 
indicated  by  the  confession,  this  fact  may  be  given  in 
evidence.  So,  also,  in  my  opinion,  might  a  letter  be 
put  in  evidence  against  a  prisoner,  in  which  he  has 
given  an  account  of  the  crime  laid  to  his  charge,  and 
which  he  has,  in  a  confession  not  itself  admissible 
against  him,  stated  will  be  found  in  his  house.  That 
case  is  precisely  analogous  to  the  present  But  1  rest 
my  judgment  mainly  on  the  ground  that,  while  the 
statute  has  plaiRly  said  that  statements  by  a  witness 
before  the  Commissioners  shall  be  protected,  it  has 
nowhere  said,  either  expressly  or  by  implication,  that 
documents  referred  to  in  such  statements  shall  be  like- 
wise protected.  I  may  add  that  my  Brother  fVightman^ 
so  far  as  he  heard  the  argument,  fully  agreed  in  the 
conclusion  at  which  we  have  arrived. 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  The  rule  before 
the  Court  asks  for  a  new  trial  upon  two  grounds,  the 
improper  admission  in  evidence  of  the  defendant's  letter 
of  the  5th  of  August^  and  of  the  contents  of  the  letter  to 
him  to  which  that  letter  was  an  answer.  Now,  if  neces- 
sary, the  rule  might  be  disposed  of  on  very  narrow 
grounds.  The  letter  of  the  5th  of  August  was  not  in 
any  way  produced  before  the  Commissioners  by  the 
defendant;  so  that  it  is  idle  to  say  that  any  privilege 
acquired  by  the  defendant  from  his  examination  by 
them  attaches  to  that  letter.  It  was  sent  to  the  Commis- 
sioners by  Wainwright^  through  whose  examination 
alone  its  existence  was  disclosed.  Then,  as  to  the 
admissibility  of  evidence  of  the  contents  of  Wainwrighfn 
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1861.        letter  to  the  defendant,  to  which  that  of  the  5th  of 
"rhe  QoEBu    ^^ff^^  was  an  answer^  it  would  be  sufficient  to  say  that, 
^-  according  to  the  Judge's  notes  of  the  trial,  no  objection 

whatever  was  taken  to  the  question  put  by  the  proseca- 
tion  to  Wainwriffkt  as  to  its  contents,  or  to  the  Judge's 
reception  of  his  answer.  And  the  Solicitor  General  has 
stated  to-day  in  Court,  that  the  object  of  the  prosecution 
in  asking  the  question  was  that,  in  fairness  to  the  defen- 
dant, it  might  appear  what  was  the  letter  to  which  the 
defendant's  letter  of  the  5th  of  Augtut  referred.  Assum- 
ing,  however,  that  the  objection  had  been  duly  taken  to 
the  admissibility  of  secondary  evidence  of  th^  contents 
of  this  letter  (which  I  will  call  the  letter  of  the  4th  of 
August)^  on  the  ground  that  ^he  letter  itself  had  been 
communicated  by  the  defendant  to  the  Commissionersi 
in  obedience  to  their  command,  I  should  say  that  the 
evidence  was  admissible,  even  if  the  letter  itself  was  not; 
always  supposing  that  the  secondary  evidence  tendered 
was  distinct  and  independent.  It  is  a  well  established 
rule  of  law  that  if  a  document  cannot  be  proved  in  Court 
because  of  the  privilege  against  its  production  enjoyed 
by  the  person  in  whose  possession  or  custody  it  is,  inde- 
pendent secondary  evidence  of  its  contents  is  admissible. 
But,  further,  I  do  not  think  that  the  letter  in  question 
would  have  been  privileged  from  production.  The 
decision  of  this  point  turns  on  the  construction  of  the 
proviso  to  the  8th  section  of  the  statute.  I  wish  to  stale 
my  opinion^  and  the  reasons  for  it,  upon  this  point; 
though  it'  is  unnecessary  that  I  should  do  so  at  length, 
after  the  full  consideration  given  to  the  meaning  of  the 
Act  by  my  Brother  Crompton,  in  whose  judgment  I 
fully  concur.  I  may  say,  however,  that  I  consider  it  a 
very  fallacious  mode  of  argument  to  contend  that  the 
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Legislature  ought  to  have  intended  so  and  so ;  and  that,  1351. 
because  such  ought  to  have  been,  such  was,  its  intention.  The  Qubbh 
The  true  mode  of  ascertaining  the  intention  is,  to  look 
to  the  language  of  the  Act,  and,  having  regard  to  the 
object  for  which  it  was  enacted,  to  construe  that  language 
according  to  its  plain  grammatical  meaning,  unless  it  be 
directly  repugnant  to  the  object  stated  on  the  face  of 
the  Act.  Now  the  language  of  the  8th  section  of  the 
Act  before  us  is  as  follows.  [His  Lordship  read  the 
section,  except  the  proviso.]  Two  things  are  thereby 
required  of  the  witnesses  who  attend  before  the  Com- 
missioners: they  are  to  answer  all  questions  put  to 
them  touching  the  inquiry ;  and  to  produce  all  books, 
papers  and  other  documents,  according  to  the  tenor  of 
the  summons.  Then  follows  the  proviso  ''That  no 
statement  made  by  any  person  in  answer  to  any  question 
put  by  such  Commissioner  shall,  except  in  cases  of 
indictment  for  perjury  committed  in  such  answers,  be 
admissible  in  evidence  in  any  proceeding,  civil  or  cri- 
minal." Plainly  and  literally  construed,  this  proviso 
protects  a  witness  in  respect  of  the  performance  of  his 
6rst  duty  only,  that,  namely,  of  answering  all  questions 
put  to  him.  We  are  asked  to  extend  its  operation  to 
all  documents  which  the  witness,  in  pursuance  of  the 
duty  secondly  imposed  upon  him,  produces  according  to 
the  tenor  of  the  summons.  I  think,  however,  that  the 
Legislature  must  be  taken  to  have  intended  to  leave  all 
such  documents  as  had  an  independent  existence  prior 
to  the  statement  of  the  witness  before  the  Commis- 
sioners, as  unprotected  as  they  were  before,  even 
although  the  witness  should,  in  the  course  of  his  state- 
ment, refer  to  them  ;  and  that  were  we  to  hold  otherwise 
VOL.  in.  2  x  E.  &  E. 
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1861.        ^®  should  be  ourselves  legislating  instead  of  construing 
The  QuEBH    ^^^  ^^^'     ^^^  these  reasons  I  think  that  the  rule  should 

^'  be  discharcred, 

Lbatbam.  ° 

Blackburn  J.  I  also  think  that  the  rule 'should  be 
discharged.  I  will  assume  as  a  fact  (though  I  doubt 
whether  it  is  established  by  the  notes  of  the  Judge  who 
tried  the  case)  that  the  existence  of  this  letter  was  Brst 
mentioned  to  the  Commissioners  by  the  defendant  But 
eyen  then  the  only  question  is,  what  does  the  Act  mean? 
The  Legislature,  with  a  yiew  to  the  full  disclosure  of 
the  corrupt  practices  into  which  the  Commissioners  are 
to  inquire,  enacts  that  the  witnesses  who  attend  before 
them  shall  answer  all  questions  and  produce  all  docu- 
ments bearing  on  the  facts.  The  Act  then  protects  a 
witness,  who,  in  any  statement  in  answer  to  the  Com- 
missioners* questions,  may  have  criminated  himself,  from 
liability  to  subsequent  proceedings  in  respect  of  matters 
fully  and  truthfully  disclosed  by  him.  The  ailment 
for  the  defendant  appears  to  come  to  this,  that  the  pro- 
viso to  the  8th  section  enacts  in  effect  that  if  the  witness 
has  made  any  statement  to  the  Commissioners  con- 
cerning any  fact  or  document,  or  given  the  first  clue  to 
that  fact  or  document,  the  fact  or  document  shall  not 
be  provable  against  him  in  any  subsequent  proceedings 
except  an  indictment  for  perjury,  by  independent  evi- 
dence, however  admissible  such  evidence,  but  for  the 
statute,  would  be.  Now  I  quite  agree  with  my  Brother 
Hill  that  we  must  construe  the  Act  according  to  its 
plain  words,  and  I  altogether  fail  to  see  how  those 
words  can  warrant  any  such  a  conclusion  as  we  are 
^ked   to  come  to.     I  own,  further,  that,  were  it  my 
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province  to  consider  what  it  would  have  been  wise  for  1861.  ' 
the  Legislature  to  have  enacted,  1  should  say  that  an  The  Queen 
enactment  that  nothing,  the  first  clue  to  which  was  Lkatham. 
given  by  a  witness  under  examination  by  the  Commis- 
sioners, should  be  provable  against  him  by  evidence 
aliunde,  would  have  been  very  unwise ;  would  havi» 
encouraged  rather  than  checked  the  corrupt  practirp« 
which  the  Act  seeks  to  put  a  stop  to;  and  would  Hav* 
introduced  excessive  practical  inconvenience  into  nisi 
prius  inquiries.  Such  an  enactment  would  have  neccs^ 
sitated  an  investigation,  as  to  every  species  of  evidence 
tendered  in  subsequent  proceedings  against  one  who 
had  been  examined  by  the  Commissioners,  into  the 
question  whether  be  had  not^  when  before  them,  given 
the  first  clue  to  it.  Very  clear  and  express  language 
would  be  necessary  to  satisfy  me  that  the  Legislature 
had  enacted  anything  of  the  kind.  In  the  present  case 
such  language  is  altogether  wanting,  and  we  are  virtually 
asked  to  interpolate  into  the  Act  words  wliich  we  do 
not  find  there,  and  which,  whether  in  our  opinion 
judicious  or  not,  we  have  no  power  to  introduce. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Saturday, 
February  9th, 
Wednesday, 
February  lath. 


GoFP  against  The  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company. 


For  that  defendants  assaulted 


J^ECLARATION: 

plaintifF  and  took  him  into  custody  and  to  a  police 


station,  and  imprisoned  and  detained  him  there  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause ;  and  took  him  before  a 
magistrate  upon  a  false  and  unfounded  charge  of  having 
committed  an  offence  punishable  b;  law,  which  charge 


Anulway 
Company, 
though  It  be 
a  corporation, 
18  liaole  in  an 
action  for  false 
imprisonment, 
if  that  im- 
prisonment be 
committed  by 
its  authority. 

Such  authority  the  said  magistrate,  on  hearing,  dismissed. 
need  not  be  t>i  %.t  • 

under  seal;  Flea.     Not  guilty.     Issue  thereon. 

but  it  lies 

upon  the 

plaintiff  to  give  evidence  justifying  the  jury  in  finding  that  the  persona  actoally  impriaon- 

inghim,  or  some  of  them,  had  authority  from  the  Company  to  do  so. 

The  Bailways  Clauses  Act,  1845.  8  Fict.  c.  20.,  by  sects.  IQQ,  104,  imposes  a  penalty 
on  any  person  travelling  on  a  railway  without  baring  paid  his  fare,  with  intent  to  aroid 
payment  thereof;  and  em^K>wer8  all  officers  and  serrants  on  behalf  of  the  Company  to 
apprehend  such  person  until  he  can  conveniently  be  taken  before  a  justice. 

Held  that,  inasmuch  as  the  exigency  of  deciding  whether  or  not  a  particular  paaaenscr 
shall  be  arretted  by  a  railway  Company's  servants  under  this  statute  mu8t  be  naturuly 
expected  to  arise  frequently  in  the  ordinary  course  of  the  Company's  businera,  and  is  of 
such  a  nature  that  the  decision  must  be  made  promptly  on  the  Company's  behalf  it  is  a 
reasonable  inference  that  the  Company  have  on  the  spot,  at  their  stations,  officers  with 
authority  to  make  the  decision  promptly  for  them. 

In  an  action  against  a  railway  Company  for  the  false  imprisonment  of  plaintiff  on  an 
unfounded  charge  under  the  statute,  the  evidence  for  plaintiff  shewed  that  he,  having 
travelled  on  defendants'  line  with  a  return  ticket  from  L.  to  W.  and  back,  at  the  end  of 
the  return  ioumey  gave  up  to  defendants'  ticket  collector  at  the  L.  station  the  return 
half  of  another  ticket  which  had  then  expired,  and  which  he  had  put  in  his  pocket  by 
mistake  for  the  right  one.  The  ticket  collector  thereupon  took  him  to  the  ti(JEet  office, 
where  ho  explained  the  mistake.  Thence  the  collector  took  him  to  defendants'  paid 
inspector  of  police  at  the  station,  and  the  collector  and  inspector  thence  took  him  to  the 
office,  a'so  at  the  station,  of  the  superintendent  of  the  line,  who,  refusing  to  accept 
plaintiffs  explanation,  said  to  the  inspector,  "  I  think  you  had  better  take  him,  but  first 
you  had  better  obtain  the  concurrence  of  the  secretary.'*  The  inspector  thereupon  left» 
but  returned  shortly  afterwards  (whether  or  not  having  obtained  the  secretary's  concur- 
rence did  not  appear),  when  he  directed  a  police  constable,  also  in  defendants*  pay,  to 
take  plaintiff  before  a  magistrate  on  the  charge.  The  constable  did  so,  and  the  magis- 
trate, plaintiffs  story  proving  true,  dismissed  the  complaint.  Held,  that  the  conduct  of 
all  defendants'  other  officers,  in  referring  to  the  superintendent  of  the  line  as  the  superior 
authority,  was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to  the  jur)'  that  he  was  an  officer  having  antnority 
to  act  for  defendants  in  arresting  plaintiff. 
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The  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintifF,  a  builder 
and  carpenter  working  on  his  own  account,  against  the 
defendants  for  taking  him  into  custody  and  before  a 
magistrate  on  a  charge  of  attempting  to  defraud  them. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the 
Surrey  Summer  Assizes,  1860,  when  a  verdict  was 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  with  50/.  damages ;  leave  being 
reserved  to  the  defendants  to  move  to  enter  a  nonsuit 
if  the  Court  should  be  of  opinion  that  there  was  not 
sufficient  evidence  upon  which  the  jury  could  properly 
find  that  the  defendants  were  liable  for  the  imprisonment 
of  the  plaintiff. 

Hawkins  had  obtained  a  rule  calling  upon  the  plaintiff 
to  shew  cause  why  a  nonsuit  should  not  be  entered,  or 
why  there  should  not  be  a  new  trial  on  the  ground  that 
the  damages  were  excessive. 

Montagu  Chambers  and  fVatkin  Williams  shewed 
cause  (a). 

Hawkins  and  J.  C.  Mathew  supported  the  rule. 

The  facts  and  the  arguments  are  sufficiently  disclosed 
in  the  judgment  of  the  Court.  The  following  cases, 
however,  in  addition  to  those  mentioned  in  the  judg- 
ment, were  cited  in  argument;  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company  v.  Harrison  (i),  Maund  v.  Monmouthshire  Canal 
Company  (c). 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 
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GOFF 
▼. 

Great 
northerh 

Kail  way 
Company. 


(a)  Saturday/,  Feltruary  Wti^  before  Wightman,  Cfrofnpton,  HiU  and 
BtacIebuimZB. 
(6)  10  Exeh.  376.  (c)  AM.fG,  462. 
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1861 


GOFF 
V. 

Great 
nortuf.bn 

liailway 
Compauy. 


Blackburn  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  ihe 
Court 

This  was  an  action  against  The  Great  Northern  Rail" 
way  Company^  for  giving  the  plaintiff  into  custody  and 
causing  him  to  be  taken  before  a  magistrate  on  an  un- 
founded charge  of  travelling  in  a  carriage  of  the  Com- 
pany without  having  previously  paid  his  fare,  with  intent 
to  avoid  payment  thereof.  Plea,  Not  guilty.  On  the 
trial,  before  me,  at  the  last  Guildford  Assizes,  there  was 
no  doubt  that  the  plaintiff  was  in  fact  imprisoned  and 
taken  before  the  magistrate  on  the  charge,  but  the 
counsel  for  the  defendants  objected,  at  the  close  of  the 
plaintiff's  case,  that  there  was  no  evidence  on  which  the 
jury  could  properly  find  that  the  defendants,  the  railway 
Company,  were  liable  for  this  imprisonment.  I  was  of 
opinion  that  it  was  a  question  for  the  jnry,  but  reserved 
leave  to  enter  a  nonsuit  iti  case  the  Court  should  be  of 
opinion  that  there  was  not  sufficient  evidence.  No  evi- 
dence was  called  for  the  defendants.  The  question  was 
left  to  the  jury,  who  found  for  the  plaintiff.  No  com- 
plaint has  been  made  of  the  manner  in  which  the  ques- 
tion was  submitted  to  the  jury,  if  there  was  evidence; 
but  a  rule  was  obtained  by  Mr.  Hawkins  to  enter  a 
nonsuit,  which  has  been  argued  before  my  Brothers 
IVightmariy  Crompton  and  HilU  and  myself. 

From  the  nature  of  the  question  it  becomes  important 
to  state  precisely  what  the  evidence  at  the  trial  was. 
The  plaintiff  was  called  as  a  witness  on  his  own  behalf. 
He  gave  evidence  that,  on  Saturday,  the  10th  of 
March,  he,  being  in  London,  took  a  second  class  return 
ticket  by  the  Great  Northern  Railway  to  H^ood  Green 
and  back  to  London.  This  ticket  being  issued  on  a 
Saturday  was  available  .is  a  return  ticket  on  the  Monday 
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On  arriving  at  home,  at   IVbod  Green^  he 
e   chimney  piece    the  half  ticket,  which 
n  available  on  Monday  for  his  return. 
's  wife^s  sister  had,  on  Thursday^  the 
visit  her  sister  with  a  return  ticket 
ad  placed  the  half  of  her  ticket 
^^  cc.     She  had  been  persuaded 

.iight,  and,  her  half  ticket  not  being 
.cr  Thursday,  she  went  away  leaving  it  there; 
ide  plaintiff  on  the  Monday  took  by  mistake  his 
sister  in  law's  half  ticket,  which  would  have  been  avail- 
able for  her  on  Thursday,  the  8th  of  March  only,  sup- 
posing it  to  be  his  own  half  ticket  available  for  him  on 
Monday  the  12ih  of  March.  On  his  arrival  at  King^s 
Cross  he  gave  up  this,  the  wrong  ticket,  supposing  it  to 
be  his  own,  the  right  one.  He  then  proceeded  in  his 
evidence  to  give  the  following  account  of  what  took 
place.  "  On  arriving  at  King^s  Cross  the  collector  of 
tickets  took  the  ticket.  He  left,  and  returned  with 
another  collector.  One  of  them  said,  '  You  have  got  a 
wrong  ticket.'  I  said  ^I  am  not  aware  of  it'  I  told 
him  I  had  got  it  at  ten  minutes  past  5  (i.  e.  on  Satur- 
day), He  said  ^Tou  will  take  the  consequences.* 
Then  the  train  went  on  to  the  platform :  there  the  col- 
lector who  first  came  to  me  accompanied  me  to  the 
ticket  office,  where  the  clerk  who  issues  the  tickets  sits. 
The  ticket  clerk  referred  to  a  book,  and  said  'This 
ticket  was  issued  on  the  8th.'  Then  it  struck  me  how 
the  mistake  bad  occurred,  and  I  said  '  I  can  account  for 
it:  cue  of  my  wife's  sisters  had  paid  her  a  visit,  and 
had  no  doubt  left  this  half- ticket,  which  I  must  have 
taken  in  mistake.'  I  then  went  with  the  collector  to 
.the  inspector  of  police  in  the  station.  They  called  him 
Mr.  Williams.     I  have  repeatedly  seen  him  on  the  plat- 
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1861.  form  giving  directions  lo  the  police  and  the  other  pcr- 
Qorw  vants  of  the  Company.  He  immediately  said  *  I  saw 
Great  ^^^  "^^"  ^^  ^^^  half-past  five  train  on  Saturday.'  I  said 
^RaU^*"  *  ^^®  *  y^"  ^^^  settling  a  disputed  cab  fare.'  We  then 
Company,  went  to  an  office.  I  think  *  Superintendent  of  the  Line' 
was  on  the  door.  I  had  before  given  my  address,  and 
told  him  what  I  supposed  was  the  explanation.  The 
superintendent  of  the  police  explained  it  to  the  superin*^ 
tendent  of  the  line.  I  asked  them  to  send  to  the  station- 
master  at  Wood  Green,  Mr.  Pickett,  who  knew  me  and 
my  house.  They  said  Wood  Green  was  the  worst 
station  on  the  line  for  transferring  tickets,  and  treated  it 
as  if  I  was  telling  an  untruth.  The  superintendent  of 
the  line  said  *  I  think  you  had  better  take  him,  but  first 
you  had  better  obtain  the  concurrence  of  the  secretary,' 
First,  he  said,  *  Will  he  pay  the  fare?*  I  said  *  I  can't, 
for  I  have  only  sixpence.'"  (The  fare,  it  appeared  from 
the  other  evidence,  was  sevenpence.)  *'  I  had  a  few 
tools,  which  I  offered  to  leave.  Then  the  superin- 
tendent of  th^  line  said,  'You  had  better  obtain  the 
concurrence  of  the  secretary.'  The  police  inspector 
then  left  me.  In  a  few  minutes  he  returned.  He  said 
to  a  man  in  plain  clothes, '  Take  this  man  to  JPlatt  Street 
station,  and  charge  him  with  having  travelled  in  a 
second  class  carriage  without  having  paid  his  fare.'" 
The  plaintiff  was  accordingly  taken  to  the  station,  and 
before  a  magistrate;  the  charge  was  made,  and  the 
different  railway  servants  gave  evidence.  On  the  in- 
vestigation it  appeared  that  his  story  was  true,  and  he 
was  in  the  result  discharged  (a).     When  the  plaintiff's 

(a)  The  plaintiff  was  detained  from  10  a.m.  till  4  p.m.  on  the  MantU^, 
and  was  remanded  by  the  magistrate  on  his  own  recognizance  till  the 
next  day,  when,  on  producing  the  right  half-ticket»  ha  was  dis- 
charged. 
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attorney  applied  for  compensation,  a  letter  was  written 
in  answer  by  the  secretary,  in  which  he  did  not  state 
that  the  persons  apprehending  the  plaintiff  acted  on 
their  own  responsibility  (a).     The  only  other  evidence 

(a)  The  letter  of  the  plamtifTs  attorney  and  the  secretary's  answer 
were  as  follows : — 

"Sir,  "30th  March,  18G0. 

"  I  have  been  consulted  by  Mr.  Henry  Goff,  of  Wood  Green,  Tot" 
ienham,  with  reference  to  the  very  nnjnstifiable  conduct  of  yourself  and 
the  superintendent  of  the  line  on  the  12th  instant,  in  having  him  given 
in  charge  and  taken  to  the  Clerkenwell  Police  Court  upon  an  unfounded 
accusation  of  travelling  in  a  second  class  carriage  without  having  pre- 
viously paid  his  fare.  It  appears  that  in  the  hurry  of  leaving  his  home 
he  had  unconsciously  taken  a  return  ticket  issued  to  another  member  of 
his  family  on  the  8th  of  Marrh  instead  of  the  one  issued  to  himself  on 
the  10th.  On  finding  out  hia  mistake  he  explained  it  to  the  authorities, 
and  requested  them  to  telegraph  to  the  station  master  at  Wood  Green, 
to  whom  he  was  known  and  who  also  could  have  ascertained  the  truth 
of  his  assertion ;  but  instead  of  this  course  being  adopted  he  was  taken 
into  custody  and  detained  nearly  six  hours,  when  he  was  released  on 
his  recognizances  to  appear  the  next  day  with  the  missing  ticket,  which 
he  accordingly  did,  and  was  discharged. 

"My  client  has  waited  some  days  to  see  if  the  Company  would 
Toluntarily  make  any  acknowledgment  of  their  error,  and  compensation 
for  the  injury  inflicted ;  but  as  he  has  not  received  any  communication 
from  them  he  has  instructed  me  to  draw  your  attention  to  the  matter, 
and  to  request  an  answer  as  to  the  intention  of  the  Company  on  the 
subject  "  I  am,  Sir, 

"  Your  obedient  Servant, 

"  To  the  Secretary  of  The  Great  **  Jos,  M.  Weightman.*' 

Northern  RaUway  Company,  King's  Cross" 

"  The  Great  Northern  RaUway, 
Secretary's  Office,  King*s  Cross,  London, 
"  Sir,  "  Slst  March,  1860. 

"  I  have  your  letter  of  the  30th  instant.  Any  inconvenience  Mr, 
Chff  may  have  suffered  on  the  occasion  in  question  resulted  entirely 
from  his  own  act,  and  the  Company  cannot  therefore  entertain  the  claim 
you  prefer  on  his  behalf.  "  I  am,  Sir, 

"  Your  faithful  Servant, 
'"  /.  M,  Weiffhtman,  Esq."  "  Henry  Oakley, 

"Secretary." 
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1861.        bearing  on  the  question  before  us  was  that  of  William 
GoFF         Ramsden^  \iho  gave  evidence  that  he  was  a  police  cod- 
Great        stable  employed  by  The  Great  Northern  Railway  Com' 
^nf-i^*^*"    /?any.      The  Great  Northern  Railway  Company's  police 
Company,      inspector  directed  him  to  take  the  plaintiff,  and  charge 
him  with  travelling  without  having  paid  his  fare,  with 
intent  to  avoid  paying  his  fare.     This  witness  said  that 
he  was  paid  by  the  Company,  and  so,  he  believed,  was 
the  inspector. 

In  determining  whether  there  should  have  been  a 
nonsuit  or  not,  we  must  say  whether,  assuming  all  that 
was  stated  to  be  accurate,  it  afforded  evidence  on  which 
the  jury  might  properly  find  that  the  imprisonment  was 
the  act  of  some  person  acting  within  the  scope  of  an 
authority  conferred  on  him  by  the  defendants,  they 
being  a  railway  Company.  Up  to  a  certain  point  there 
is  no  doubt  about  the  law.  A  railway  Company,  though 
it  be  a  corporation,  is  liable  in  an  action  for  false  im- 
prisonment, if  that  imprisonment  be  committed  by  the 
authority  of  the  (Company ;  and  it  is  not  necessary  that 
the  authority  should  be  under  seal.  Both  these  points 
were  decided  by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Broom  (a).  But 
it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  give  evidence  justifying  the 
jury  in  finding  that  the  persons  actually  imprisoning  him, 
or  some  of  them,  had  authority  from  the  Company  to 
do  so.  In  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  v. 
Broom  (a)  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  were  of 
opinion  that  what  was  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  in 
that  case  was  not  sufficient  evidence  for  that  purpose ; 
and  it  has  been  argued  before  us  that  the  evidence  in 

(a)  6  Eich,  314. 
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the  present  case  goes  no  further.  It  has  also  been  ar- 
gued that,  in  Roe  v.  Birkenhead^  Lancashire  and  Cheshire 
Junction  Railway  Company  {a)  y  the  Court  of  Exchequer 
entered  a  nonsuit  in  a  case  in  which  the  evidence,  it  is 
said,  was  similar  to  that  in  the  present  case ;  and  that 
these  decisions,  one  in  a  Court  of  error  and  the  other  in 
a  Court  of  co-ordinate  jurisdiction,  are  binding  upon  us. 
But  both  of  these  decisions  took  place  in  1851 ;  and  in 
1853  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber,  in  Giles  7.  Taff 
Vale  Railway  Company  (b),  stated  principles  which  are 
also  binding  upon  us ;  and  which,  it  was  said  for  the 
plaintiff,  and  we  think  correctly,  are  applicable  to  the 
present  case.  The  question  there  was,  whether  there 
was  evidence  sufficient  to  prove  a  conversion  of  certain 
quicks  belonging  to  the  plaintiff  by  The  Taff  Vale 
Railway  Company^  the  defendants  in  that  action.,  The 
evidence  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  shewed  that  the 
quicks  had  been  brought  in  two  parcels  to  two  different 
stations  belonging  to  the  defendants,  and  that,  when  de- 
manded from  the  clerks  there,  reference  was  made  to 
one  Fisher,  who  was  called  "  The  General  Superintendent 
of  the  Line,  "  and  he  refused  to  deliver  them  up.  No- 
thing was  stated  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  to  shew  what 
the  authority  of  a  "  general  superintendent  '*  was.  There 
being  no  doubt  that  Fisher  was  guilty  of  a  conversion, 
the  question  was,  whether  there  was  sufficient  evidence 
of  his  authority  from  the  Company  to  make  them  liable. 
Jervis  C.  J.,  Pollock  C.  B.,  Alderson  B.,  Maule  J., 
Piatt  B.,  Williams  J.  and  Talfourd  J.  all  agreed  that 
there  was  sufficient  evidence.  Jervis  C.  J.  put  it  on  a 
broad  and  intelligible  principle.     He  said(c)  ''I  am  of 
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(r)  2  E.  if  B.  829. 


(b)  2  E,  4'  B.  822. 


680  HILARY  VACATION. 

1861.  opiDion  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  Company,  carrying  on 
Qoy,  a  business,  to  leave  upon  the  spot  some  one  with  authority 
Gbeat  ^  ^^^'  ^^  behalf  of  the  Company  with  all  cases  arising 
^kS°**"  ^"  ^^^  course  of  their  traflSc  as  the  exigency  of  the  case 
Company,  may  demand :  and  I  think  it  was  a  question  for  the  jury, 
whether  Fisher  in  this  case  was  a  person  having  such 
authority.''  Maule  J.  puts  it  on  the  same  ground  (a) : 
**  There  ought  to  be  some  one  with  authority  from 
the  Company  to  deliver  up  or  refuse  to  deliver  up 
goods.  To  whom  was  the  plaintiff  to  apply,  except  to 
the  station  masters  and  superintendent  ?  And  who  else 
was  to  have  that  authority?"  Piatt  6.  uses  language 
still  more  closely  in  point  on  the  present  case  (6) :  *^It  is 
objected  that  we  do  not  know  what  a  general  superin- 
tendent is.  But  might  not  the  jury  know?  Might  not 
they  rightly  infer  that  he  was  a  person  having  authority 
generally  to  superintend  the  affairs  of  the  Company  on 
the  spot,  and,  in  the  course  of  such  superintending,  to 
deliver  or  refuse  to  deliver  goods  left  with  them  as  car- 
riers? And  then  we  have  the  conduct  of  the  parties; 
the  plaintiff,  when  he  wants  his  goods,  goes  to  the  persona, 
acting  for  the  Company ;  and  they  all  refer  him  to  Fisher 
as  the  superior  authority.  I  think  that  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  go  the  jury."  Parte  B.  and  Martin  B.,  who, 
though  not  dissenting,  expressed  some  doubt,  did  not  at 
all  dissent  from  the  doctrine  of  the  rest  of  the  Court 
that  there  was  ample  evidence  that  Fisher  had  authority 
to  bind  the  Company  in  all  matters  requiring  a  prompt 
decision,  if  those  matters  arose  in  the  course  of  the  ordi- 
nary business  of  the  Company.  They  doubted  whether 
the  facts  stated  on  the  bill  of  exceptions  shewed  that 

(a)  2E.4B.  833.  (h)  2  £*.  #  5.  834. 
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the  quicks  had  so  come  on  the  Company's  station  as 
to  make  it  an  exigency,  in  the  course  of  the  ordinary 
business  of  the  Company,  to  deliver  them  up  or  refuse 
them. 

The  question  in  that  case  arose  as  to  the  evidence  of 
authority  to  deal  with  goods,  and,  the  language  of  the 
different  Judges  being  with  reference  to  that  subject, 
they  speak  only  of  the  exigencies  of  traffic,  or  of  the 
business  of  a  carrier  of  goods :  but  the  same  principle  is, 
we  think,  applicable  to  all  exigencies  that  may  be  natu- 
rally expected  to  arise  in  the  ordinary  course  of  any  of 
the  business  of  the  Company.     If  these  are  of  such  a 
nature  that  a  decision  must  be  come  to  on  behalf  of  the 
Company  promptly,  the  Company  may  reasonably  be 
expected  to  authorize  some  one  on  the  spot  to  decide 
for  them  in  such  cases.     Now,  in  the  present  case,  the 
railway  Company  carry  on  a  business  a  great  part  of 
which  consists  in  carrying  passengers  for  money.     By 
Stat.  8  VicL  c.  20.,  sects.  103,  104,  a  penalty  is  imposed 
on  any  person  travelling  on  a  railway  without  having 
paid  his  fare,  with  intent  to  avoid  payment  thereof;  and 
power  is  given  to  all  officers  and  servants  on  behalf  of 
the  Company  to  apprehend  such  person  until  he  can 
conveniently  be  taken  before  a  justice.     In  the  ordinary 
course  of  affairs,  the  Company  must  decide  whether  they 
will  submit  to  what  they  believe  to  be  an  imposition,  or 
use  this  summary  power  for  their  protection ;  and  as, 
from  the  nature  of  the  case,  the  decision  whether  a  par- 
ticular passenger  shall  be  arrested  or  not  must  be  made 
without  delay,  and  as  the  case  may  be  not  of  infrequent 
occurrence,  we  think  it  a  reasonable  inference  that,  in 
the  conduct  of  their  business,  the  Company  have  on  the 
spot  officers  with  authority  to  determine,  without  the 
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delay  attending  on  convening  the  directors,  whether  the 
servants  of  the  (Company  shall^or  shall  not,  on  the  Com- 
pany's behalf,  apprehend  a  person  accused  of  this  offence. 
We  think  that  the  Company  would  have  a  right  to  blame 
those  officers  if  they  did  not,  on  their  behalf,  apprehend 
the  person,  if  it  seemed  a  fit  case;  and,  if  so,  the  Com- 
pany must  be  answerable  if,  in  the  exercise  of  their  dis- 
cretion,   these  officers,   on  their  behalf,  apprehend  an 
innocent  person.     Then,  was  there  evidence  that  the 
parties  concerned  in  apprehending  the  plaintiff,  or  some 
one  of  them,  was  an  officer  having  such  authority  from 
the  Company?    It  is  difficult  to  see  why  the  Company 
pay  the  police,  if  the  inspector  of  their  police  is  not  to 
act  for  them  to  this  extent :    but  there  is  more  in  this 
case.     We  find  that  the  ticket  collectors,  and  the  ticket 
clerk,  and  the  police,  and  all  the  persons  acting  for  the 
Company,  go  to  the  office  of  the  superintendent  of  the 
line,  and  refer  to  him  as  the  superior  authority.     We 
agree  with  Piatt  B.,  in  Giles  v.  Taff  Fate  Railway  Com" 
^pany'{a)y  that  such  conduct  is  sufficient  evidence  to  go 
to  the  jury  that  the  superintendent  of  the  line  was  the 
person  in  authority.     The  evidence  does  not  shew  that 
the  concurrence  of  the  secretary  was  actually  obtained ; 
but,  if  it  were,  he  is  but  an  officer  of  the  same  sort  of 
authority  as  the  superintendent  of  the  line.     It  remains 
then  to  see  if  the  two  cases  relied  on  by  the  defendants 
are  so  decidedly  in  point  as  to  prevent  our  acting  upon 
this  evidence.     In  Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company 
V.  Broom  (b)  the  question  arose  on  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
All  that  is  stated  on   the  bill  of  exceptions  is,   that  the 
plaintiff  was  taken  out  of  a  railway  carriage  and  im- 


(fi)  2  E.  4'  B.  822.  8:M. 


(/>)  6  Exch,  314. 
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prisoned  by  the  defendant  Richardson^  "  then  an  in- 
spector in  the  service  of  the  Company,  professing  to 
act  in  so  doing  as  the  servant  of  the  Company,  and 
under  the  assertion  by  the  defendant  Richardson  of  the 
cause  of  justification  set  forth  in  the  defendants'  several 
pleas  of  justification^  but  which  several  pleas,  except  the 
several  bye-laws  therein  mentioned,  were  disproved  by 
the  evidence."  The  pleas  set  forth  as  a  justification  that 
the  plaintiflF  had  infringed  various  bye-laws  ;  that  Rich^ 
ardson  interfered  to  enforce  them ;  that  in  revenge  the 
plaintiff  assaulted  Richardson^  and  for  that  assault  was 
given  into  custody.  It  is  not  at  all  clear  on  this  state- 
ment what  the  evidence  really  was,  nor  whether  it 
brought  the  case  within  the  principle  afterwards  laid 
down  in  Giles  v.  Taff  Vale  Railway  Company  {a).  It 
is  observable  that  both  the  argument  and  the  judgment 
are  almost  exclusively  directed  to  the  question  whether 
there  was  a  justification  or  not.  But,  if  the  decision  in 
Eastern  Counties  Railway  Company  v.  Broom  (i)  is  on  a 
principle  inconsistent  with  that  subsequently  laid  down 
by  the  Court  of  Exchequer  Chamber  in  Giles  v.  Taff 
Vale  Railway  Company  (a),  we  consider  ourselves  free 
to  choose  which  of  the  two  authorities  we  shall  follow, 
and  we  prefer  the  latest  in  date,  which  we  think  also 
the  soundest  in  principle.  In  Roe  v.  Birkenhead^  Lan- 
cashire and  Cheshire  Junction  Railway  Company  (c)  the 
facts  stated  in  the  report  were  these.  The  plaintiff  had 
taken  his  ticket  at  a  station  of  the  defendants  for  Bangor 
and  back.  The  dispute  as  to  his  fare  arose  on  the  other 
side  of  Chester^  and  off  the  defendants'  line  altogether. 
The  plaintiff  was  taken  at  the  Chester  station  to  a  supcr- 
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Great 
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Company. 


(a)  2E.^B.  822. 


(b)  6£arcA.  314. 


(c)  7  Exck.  36. 
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1861.        intendent.     But  three  Companies  occupy  the  stationyat 
GoFr         Chester^  and  there  was  no  evidence  to  shew  to  which 
Gbbat        Company  the  superintendent  belonged.     It  seems  pro- 
^RaUwa*"     table  that  he  would  be  the  superintendent  of  the  line  on 
Company,      which  the  dispute  arose,  which  was  not  the  defendants* 
line.     That  superintendent  gave  the  plaintiff  in  custody 
to  a  man  called  Phillips^  and  one  of  the  witnesses  stated 
that  he  believed  Phillips  to  be  one  of  the  servants  of  the 
defendants'  Company.     On  this  state  of  facts  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  thought  there  was  no  evidence  that  any 
person  concerned  in   the  arrest  was  a  servant  of  the 
defendants,  except  Phillips  ;  and  that  there  was  no  evi- 
dence that  he  had  any  authority  on  their  behalf  to  give 
passengers  into  custody.     And  we  agree  with  them; 
but  the  facts  are  evidently  very  different  from  those  in 
the  present  case.     We  think,  therefore,  that  there  is  no 
ground  on  which  to  enter  a  nonsuit. 

The  rule  was  also  moved  on  the  ground  that  the 
damages,  50il,  were  excessive.  They  were  liberal,  cer- 
tainly, and  we  should  have  been  better  pleased  if  they 
had  been  smaller;  but  we  do  not  think  the  excess  so 
great  as  to  induce  us,  in  our  discretion,  to  order  a  new 
trial  on  that  ground.  The  rule  must  therefore  be 
discharged. 

Rule  discfaaiged. 
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Stevens  against  Austen  (a).  Thursday, 

^  ^    '  February  lih. 

DECLARATION  for  money  had  and  received.  A.beingaeised 

•^  in  fee  of  a 

Plea.     Never  indebted.     Issue  thereon.  meMnage,  and 

_  having  other 

At  the   trial,   before   Blackburn   J.,   at   the    Sussex  real  and  per- 

Summer  Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  action  was  died,  having 

brought  to  recover  the  sum  of  50/.,  being  the  deposit  h^^eal  and 

made  by  the  plaintiff  with  the  defendant,  an  auctioneer  J^^®  residue  of 

and  estate  agent^  upon  a  contract  by  the  plaintiff  with  estate  to  fK.  8. 

one  Samuel  Swift,  the  defendant's  employer,  to  purchase  "their  heirs, 

executors  and 
in  fee  of  Stoift  a  certain  freehold  messuage  and  premises  adminis- 

trators,"  upon 
trust  that 
W.  8.  and  H.  8.,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of 
0nch  survivor,  should  selL  The  testator  further  declared  that  W.  8.  and  H.  5.,  or  the 
survivor  of  them,  or  the  executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should  hold  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  in  trust  to  pay  debbi  and  invent  all  the  residue  of  the  trust  moneys 
in  government  or  real  securities,  and  pay  the  dividends  equally  between  the  testator's 
wife  and  daughter  during  their  lives,  and  wholly  to  the  survivor  after  the  decease  of  one 
of  them ;  and,  after  the  decease  of  that  survivor,  to  divide  the  whole  equally  amongst  all 
the  then  living  children  of  the  testator,  or,  failing  them,  according  to  tne  Statute  of 
Distributions.  The  testator  also  appointed  W.  8.  and  H.  8.  his  executors.  They  acted 
in  the  trust,  and  H,  8.,  the  survivor,  devised  all  his  real  and  personal  trust  estates  to 
A.  and^.  (whom  he  also  appointed  his  executors),  to- hold  to  them,  their  heirs,  executors, 
administrators  and  assigns,  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  testator  H.  8.  held  them.  After 
the  death  of  H.  8,,  A.  and  B.  sold  the  messuage  in  question  to  C,  who  subsequently  con- 
tracted with  plaintiff  to  sell  it  to  him  in  fee. 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff  to  recover  the  deposit  money  paid  under  this  contract,  on 
the  ground  that  C.  had  failed  to  make  out  a  good  title,  held  (dubitante  Blackburn  J.) 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover ;  inasmuch  as,  by  reason  of  the  omission  of  "  assigns" 
in  the  description  of  the  donees  of  the  power  of  sale  in  the  devise  by  8.  creating  the 
trust,  the  title  of  the  devisees  of  H,  8.  to  convey  to  C.  was  too  doubtful  for  a  Court  of 
equity  to  compel  specific  performance  of  the  contract. 

Qutere,  per  Blnvkhum  J.,  whether  this  Court,  as  a  Court  of  law,  was  not  bound  to 
decide  absolutely  whether  the  vendor's  title  was  good  or  bad. 

8,  in  1810  bought  the  messuage  in  fee  for  462/.  The  price  paid  to  A,  and  B.  by  C, 
upon  the  sale  of  it  to  him  in  1855,  was  only  73/.  4^.,  and  the  contract  price  between  C, 
and  plaintiff  in  1859,  was  350/. 

Held,  per  totara  Curiam,  that  the  inadequacy  of  the  price  at  which  A.  and  B.  sold 
constituted  a  breach  of  trust ;  and  that,  as  plaintiff,  having  notice,  was  affected  thereby, 
plaintiff  ^as  entitled  on  that  ground  to  refuse  to  complete  the  contract. 


(a)  This  ease  has  been  unavoidably  inserted  out  of  its  turn. 
VOL,    III.  2    T  E.    &    E. 


Stlyeks 

▼. 
AUSTEH. 
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1861.  situate  in  the  parish  of  Wadhurst,  in  the  county  of 
Sussex.  The  contract,  which  consisted  of  a  written 
offer  by  the  plaintiff,  accepted  by  Swift,  of  350/.  "for 
the  property,  seven  acres  more  or  less,  at  or  near  Sparrow 
Green,  ^Fadhurst"  was  entered  into,  and  the  deposit 
was  thereupon  made  by  the  plaintiff,  in  Avgiut,  1859. 
Before  action,  the  plaintiff  had  repudiated  the  contract, 
on  the  ground  of  a  defect  in  Swifts  title. 

The  title  in  question,  so  far  as  is  material,  was  as 
follows.  In  1810,  another  Samuel  Swift  purchased  the 
premises  in  fee  for  462/.  By  his  will,  dated  1 9th  June, 
1823,  after  bequeathing  some  small  legacies,  he  devised 
the  said  premises  and  all  other  his  real  estate,  and  the 
residue  of  his  personal  estate,  to  his  two  sons,  William 
Swift  and  Henry  Swift,  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said 
IF.  Swift  and  H.  Swift,  "their  heirs,  executors  and 
administrators'*,  upon  trust  that  they,  the  said  ffl  5ic^ 
and  H,  Swift,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heira^ 
executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should,  at 
such  time  or  times  as  might  be  considered  prudent  after 
the  testator's  decease,  sell  and  dispose  of  his  said  real 
estate,  and  also'such  part  of  the  residue  of  his  said  per- 
sonal estate  as  should  be  of  a  saleable  nature,  either  by 
public  auction  or  private  contract,  to  such  person  or 
persons  and  for  such  price  or  prices  as  the  said  fF,  Swijt 
and  H.  Swift,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  his  heirs,  execu- 
tors or  administrators,  should  in  their  or  bis  discretion 
think  proper.  And  should,  upon  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase money  or  purchase  moneys  for  which  the  said 
hereditaments  and  real  estate,  or  any  part  thereof, 
should  be  so  sold,  convey,  surrender  and  assure  the 
same  to  the  purchaser  or  purchasers  thereof,  his,  her 
or  their  heirs  or  assigns,  or  as  he,  she  or  they  should 
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direct;  and  should  give  one  or  more  receipt  or  receipts  1861. 
for  the  said  purchase  money  or  purchase  moneys;  Stevens 
which  receipt  or  receipts  should  effectually  discharge  austbh. 
the  purchaser  or  purchasers  from  payment  of  such  and 
so  much  money  as  in  such  receipt  or  receipts  should  be 
expressed  or  acknowledged  to  have  been  received.  And 
the  testator  ordered,  directed  and  declared  that  the  said 
W.  Swift  and  H.  Swifty  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  such  survivor,  should 
stand  possessed  of  the  money  to  arise  by  the  sale  and 
conversion  of  his  said  real  and  personal  estate,  upon 
trust  to  pay  the  testator's  debts  and  to  invest  all  the 
residue  of  the  trust  moneys  in  government  or  real  secu- 
rities, and  to  pay  the  dividends,  equally,  to  the  testator's 
wife  and  daughter  during  their  joint  lives;  and  after  the 
decease  of  either  of  them  to  pay  the  whole  of  such  divi- 
dends to  the  survivor ;  and  after  the  decease  of  such 
survivor  to  call  in  and  divide  the  principal  moneys 
equally  amongst  all  and  every  the  testator's  child  or 
children  then  living;  and,  if  all  such  children  were  then 
dead,  to  divide  the  said  principal  moneys  amongst  the 
testator's  next  of  kin  according  to  the  Statute  of  Distri- 
butions. The  testator  appointed  his  said  trustees  his 
executors.  He  died  in  1824,  leaving  both  real  and 
personal  estate.  His  will  was  duly  proved  by  the  said 
executors,  of  whom  Henry  Swift  became  acting  trustee, 
always  receiving  the  rents  of  the  real  property  and 
dealing  with  the  trust  funds.  Henry  Swift  survived  his 
co-executor,  William  Swifts  and,  by  his  last  will,  dated 
15th  February^  1853,  he  devised  to  James  Harmer  and 
John  Swift  all  and  singular  the  real  and  personal  estate 
whatsoever  whereof  he  should  be  seised  or  possessed  at 
the  time  of  his  death  as  a  trustee  for  any  person  or 
2  Y  2 


V 

AUBTEM. 
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1861.  persons  whatsoever;  to  hold  the  same  unto  the  said  J. 
Stevers  Harmer  and  J.  Swift,  their  heirs,  executors,  administra- 
tors and  assigns,  according  to  the  nature  of  the  several 
estates  respectively^  upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  testator 
held  the  same  respectively.  He  also  appointed  them 
his  executors.  He  died  in  1854,  and  his  executors,  J. 
Harmer  and  J.  Swift,  in  March,  1855,  conveyed  the 
messuage  and  premises  in  question  to  Samuel  Swift,  the 
plaintiff^s  vendor,  in  fee.  The  purchase  money  paid  by 
Swift  was  only  73/.  4s. ;  but  he,  in  the  same  month  of 
March,  1855,  raised  a  sum  of  50/.  on  a  mortgage  of  the 
premises,  and  a  further  sum  of  50/.  in  February,  1857. 

The  following  are  extracts  from  the  correspondence 
which  took  place  between  Mr.  Patten,  the  plaintiflTs 
solicitor,  and  Messrs.  Cripps  and  Clarksan,  the  vendor*! 
solicitors,  with  reference  to  the  exceptions  taken  by  the 
former  to  the  title. 

*'4ih  April,  186a 
"  Dear  Sirs,  «  Swift  and  Stevens. 

^*  From  a  perusal  of  the  abstract  and  inspection  of  the 
deeds  comprised  in  it,  it  is  impossible  not  to  form  an 
opinion  that  Mr.  Samuel  Swift,  the  vendor,  gave  a  veiy 
inadequate  price  for  the  property  he  has  contracted  to 
sell  to  Mr.  Stevens.  The  sale  to  him  is  so  recent,  and 
the  property  is  shewn  to  have  been,  both  before  and 
after  the  sale,  of  so  much  greater  value  than  the  price 
given  for  it,  that  the  purchaser  is  necessarily  put  opoa 
inquiry.  I  beg  therefore  to  know  whether  you  can  give 
any  explanation  of  the  circumstances  under  which  the 
sale  to  Mr.  Swift  was  made.  Irrespective  of  this  objec- 
tion, it  does  not  appear  that  the  devisees  of  Henry  Swift 
were  duly  appointed  trustees  of  the  will  of  Samuel  Swift; 
and  even  if  they  were,  his  devisees  and  ezecatora  bad  no 
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authority  to  execute  the  trust  for  sale,  not  having  the        1861. 
legal  estate.  Steveiii 

"  Messrs.  Cripps  and  ClarksonJ*  "  James  Patten.^  Aubtih. 

«  7th  Aprily  1860. 
«*  Dear  Sir,  "  Swift  to  Stevens. 

**  Your  first  objection  appears  to  us  unnecessary  to 
answer.  The  trustees,  Messrs.  Harmer  and  Swift^  no 
doubt  obtained  the  best  price  they  could  for  the  pro- 
perty. Our  client  had  been  in  possession  for  many 
years.  Messrs.  Harmer  and  Swift  will  no  doubt  be 
happy  to  answer  any  inquiries  you  may  address  to  them. 
As  to  the  other  objection,  we  can  only  rely  upon  Mr. 
Francis  Tumer^a  opinion,  which  is  set  out  in  the  ab- 
stract This  opinion  appears  clear  and  positive. 
•*  James  Patten,  Esq."  '' CHpps  and  Oarkson.'' 

"  9th  April,  I860. 
«« Dear  Sirs,  "  Swift  to  Stevens. 

Notwithstanding  your  letter,  received  this  morning, 
treats  my  first  objection  so  lightly,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that  it  is  a  valid  one  unless  Messrs.  Harmer  and 
Swift  can  satisfactorily  explain  why,  so  recently  as  five 
years  since,  they  sold  the  property  in  question  for  so 
small  a  sum  as  73/.  4«.,  when  it  was  manifestly  worth 
much  more.  Without  such  satisfactory  explanation, 
their  having  done  so  must  be  looked  upon  as  such  a 
palpable  breach  of  duty  as  a0ects  your  client's  title. 
My  client  has  nothing  to  do  with  Messrs.  Harmer  and 
Swift,  and  will  look  to  your  client  alone  for  the  required 
explanation.  As  to  the  other  objection,  although  I 
have  a  great  respect  for  Mr.  Tumer^s  opinion,  yet,  as  I 
consider  the  case  submitted  to  him  omitted  to  call  hit 
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1861.  attention  to  what  ought  to  hare  been  stated  in  it»  I 
Steyikb  cannot  consider  his  opinion  satisfactory,  much  less 
AuwEH.      conclusive. 

"  Messrs.  Cripps  ^  ClarksonJ*  "James  Patten  J* 

There  was  some  further  correspondence;  in  which 
Messrs.  Cripps  and  Clarkson  stated,  as  explaining  the 
inadequacy  of  the  price  paid  by  Samuel  Swift  for  the 
property,  that  he  was  really  the  person  beneficially 
entitled  to  it.  They,  however,  offered  no  proof  that 
such  was  the  fact.  Ultimately  the  plaintiff,  through  his 
solicitor,  refused  to  complete  the  purchase,  and,  after 
demanding  back  his  deposit,  brought  this  action. 

The  plaintiff  obtained  a  verdict,  leave  being  reserved 
to  the  defendant  to  move  to  enter  it  for  him. 

Hatckins,  in  last  Michaelmas  Term,  obtained  a  rule 
calling  on  the  plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  the  verdict 
should  not  be  entered  for  the  defendant,  on  the  ground 
that  there  were  no  such  defects  in  the  vendor's  title  as 
entitled  the  plaintiff  to  rescind  the  contract  and  recover 
back  the  deposit. 

Tompson  Chitty  now  shewed  cause.  The  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  rescind  the  contract,  the  vendor's  title 
being  defective  in  two  respects.  First;  the  original 
devise  having  been  to  two  named  trustees,  their  heirs, 
executors  and  administrators,  upon  trust  that  they,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  or  adminis* 
trators  of  such  survivor,  should  sell  the  pro|)erty,  the  sur- 
vivor of  these  trustees  was  unable,  by  reason  of  the  omission 
of  the  word  "assigns"  in  the  words  creating  the  trust, 
to  give  his  devisees  the  power  of  sale  which  he  might  have 
exercised  himself.  Henry  Swiffs  devisees  and  executors. 
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therefore,  could  not  make  a  good  title  to  Samuel  Swift,  18G1. 
their  vendee  and  the  plaintiff's  vendor.  In  Cooke  v.  Stkvkns 
Crawford  (a),  where  an  original  devise  to  trustees  was  auJten 
in  similar  terms,  omitting  the  word  "assigns,"  Shadwell 
V.  C,  following  his  previous  decision  in  Bradford  v. 
Belfield{h)i  held  that  the  persons  to  whom  the  surviving 
trustee  devised  could  not  execute  the  trust  for  sale.  In 
the  course  of  his  judo;ment  he  says(c),  "My  opinion  is 
that  it  is  not  beneficial  to  the  testator*s  estate  that  he" 
(the  surviving  trustee)  "  should  be  allowed  to  dispose  of 
it  to  whomsoever  he  may  think  proper ;  nor  is  it  lawful 
for  him  to  make  any  disposition  of  it.  He  ought  to 
permit  it  to  descend ;  for,  in  so  doing,  he  acts  in  accord* 
ance  with  the  devise  made  to  him.^'  In  Ashton  v. 
Wood{d\  the  first  devise  was  to  trustees  and  the  sur- 
vivor of  them,  and  the  heirs  and  assigns  of  such  sur- 
vivor; yet  Stuart  V.  C.  held  that  there  was  sufficient 
doubt  upon  the  point  whether  the  trust  to  sell  passed  by 
the  devise  of  the  survivor,  to  prevent  the  Court  from 
forcing  the  title  on  a  j)urchaser.  In  Sugdenon  Powers^ 
ch.  4.  s.  1.  p.  133.  (ed.  8.),  it  is  laid  down  that  "  A 
mere  power  cannot  be  transferred  by  the  donee  by  act 
inter  vivos  or  by  will.  Where  trustees  take  the  legal 
estate  simply  upon  trust,  e.  g.  to  sell,  the  case  admits  of 
a  different  view ;  although  the  testator  speaks  of  his 
trustees,  yet,  as  the  legal  estate  survives,  and  the  trusts 
bind  it,  the  survivor  can  execute  the  trust.  But  where 
the  trust  is  limited  to  the  trustee  and  his  heirs,  he,  of 
course,  cannot  constitute  another  a  trustee  by  convey- 
ance." "  Where  the  trust  is  reposed  in  assigns,  it  has 
been  held  and  appears  now  to  be  settled  that  the  devisees 

(a)  13  8im,  91.  (h)  2  Sim,  264. 

{c)  13  8m,  97. 98.  (<f)  3  &».  #  G,  436. 


692  HILARY  VACATION. 

1861.        ^^  ^^^  surviving  trustee  are  capable  of  executing  the 

Stbvbns      trusts.     Where  the  trust  was  not  extended  to  assigns^ 

,  ^*  the  title  under  a  devisee  of  the  trustee  has  in  several 

Austin. 

instances  been  decided   not  to  be  a  marketable  one." 
[Hill  J.   TVibon  v.  Bennett  {a)  is  much  in  point     There, 
copyhold  hereditaments  were  devised  to  three  trustees, 
and  their  heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  trust 
for  two  tenants  for  life  successively,  with  a  power  to  the 
trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  his 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators,   to  sell   the  same. 
The  survivor  of  the  three  trustees  devised  all   estates 
vested  in  him  as  trustee  to  two  trustees,  whom  he  also 
appointed  his  executors,  of  whom  one  was  his  customary 
heir;  the  two  contracted  to  sell,  and  the  purchaser  de« 
clined  to  complete.     Parker  V.  C.  held  that  the  title 
was  too  doubtful  for  the  Court  to  compel  the  purchaser 
to  take  it.     Blackburn  J.     A  Court  of  equity  will  not 
compel  a  purchaser  to  take  a  doubtful  title ;  but  must 
not  we,  in  a  Court  of  law,  determine  whether  the  title  is 
legally  good  or  bad  ?     Hill  J.     In  Boyman  v.  Gutch  (&), 
which  was  an  action  to  recover  the  deposit  on  a  pur- 
chase, Imdal  C.  J.,  in  delivering  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas,  held  that  the  only  question  for 
the  Court  to  consider  was,  whether  the  defendant  had 
or  had  not  a  legal  title  to  convey  to  a  purchaser.     But 
in  Jeakes  v.  White  (c),  which  was  followed  in  Simmons 
V.  Heseltine{d)y  it  was  said  by  the  majority  of  the  Court 
of  Exchequer  that,  where  a  question  arises  at  law  as  to 
the  meaning  of  a  good  title,  such  a  title  must  be  under- 
stood as  a  Court  of  equity  would  adopt  as  a  sufficient 
ground  for  compelling  specific  performance  by  a  pur- 

(a)  dJkG.fSm,  475.  (4)  7  Bing.  379. 

(e)  6  Exck.  873.  {d)  5  C.  B.  N.  8.  554. 
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chaser.]     Secondly,   the  inadequacy  of  the   purchase  ]86i. 

money  given  by  the  plaintifTs  vendor  was  prim&  facie  a  Steyeki 

breach  of  trust ;  by  which  the  plaintiff,  having  notice  of  auIteh. 
it,  would  be  affected. 

Honyman  and  J.  C.  Mathew,  in  support  of  the  rule. 
First ;  in  the  cases  cited  on  the  other  side  it  was  not 
decided  that  such  a  title  as  that  in  the  present  case  was 
absolutely  bad  by  reason  of  the  devisee,  and  not  the 
heir,  of  the  surviving  trustee  having  conveyed ;  but  only 
that  a  Court  of  equity  would  not,  in  such  a  state  of 
title,  decree  specific  performance.  Cooke  v,  Crawford  (a)  * 
has  been  much  questioned  ;  and  the  doctrine  there  laid 
down  ought  not  to  be  extended.  In  Bradford  v.  Beh 
JUld  (&)  the  original  trust  was  not  created  by  a  devise, 
but  by  indentures  of  lease  and  release,  inter  vivos.  In 
AslUon  V.  Wood  (c),  in  which  Stuart  V.  C.  censures 
Coohe  V.  Crawford  (a),  the  title  was  in  other  respects 
too  doubtful  to  be  forced  upon  the  purchaser.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  IVilson  v.  Bennett  (d).  [  Wightman  J.  In 
that  case  Parker  V.  C.  says  (e),  "  There  is  no  doubt  that 
a  trustee  can  devise  a  trust  estate ;  but  the  question  in 
every  case  is,  whether  the  devise  is  in  accordance  with 
the  title  under  which  the  trustee  holds/']  Upon  the 
creation  of  a  trust  in  A.  B.  and  C  D.,  and  the  heirs  of 
the  survivor,  there  can  be  no  personal  confidence  in  the 
heirs  of  the  survivor ;  for  it  is  uncertain  who  will  be  the 
survivor,  and  who  the  heirs  of  the  survivor.  In  Titley  v. 
Wolstenliolme  (/)  Lord  Longdate  M.  R.  makes  the  follow- 
ing observations,  which  are  extremely  to  the  point  in  the 

(fl)  13  Sim.  91.  (6)  2  Sim.  264. 

(e)  S8m,fG.^m,  (d)  6  De  G,  j-  8m.  475. 

(0  bDeG.f  am.  479.  (/)7B$av,  425.  434. 
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1861.  present  case:  '*  When  a  trust  estate  is  limited  to  several 
Stevens  trustees,  and  the  survivors  and  survivor  of  them,  and  the 
nmv  lieirs  of  the  survivor  of  them,  and  no  power  of  appointing 
new  trustees  is  given,  we  observe  a  personal  confidence 
given,  or  at  least  probably  given,  to  every  one  of  the 
several  trustees.  As  any  one  may  be  the  survivor,  the 
whole  power  will  eventually  come  to  that  one,  and  be  is 
entrusted  with  it,  and  being  so,  he  is  not,  without  a 
special  power,  to  assign  it  to  any  other ;  he  cannot,  of 
his  own  authority,  during  his  own  life,  relieve  himself 
from  the  duties  and  responsibilities  which  he  has  under^ 
taken.  But  we  cannot  assume,  that  the  author  of  the 
trust  placed  any  personal  confidence  in  the  heir  of  the 
survivor;  it  cannot  be  known^  beforehand,  which  one  of 
the  several  trustees  may  be  the  survivor ;  it  cannot  be 
known,  beforehand,  whether  he  may  have  an  heir  or  not, 
or  whether  the  heir  may  be  one,  or  may  consist  of  many 
persons,  tnistworthy  or  not,  married  women,  infants,  or 
bankrupts,  within  or  without  the  jurisdiction.  The  reasons, 
therefore,  which  forbid  the  surviving  trustee  from  making 
an  assignment  inter  vivos,  in  such  a  case,  do  not  seem  to 
apply  to  an  assignment  by  devise  or  bequest,  which,  being 
made  to  take  effect  only  after  the  death  of  the  last  survi- 
ving trustee,  and  consequently  after  the  expiration  of  all 
personal  confidence,  may,  perhaps  not  improperly,  be  con- 
sidered as  made^without  any  violation  or  breach  of  trust 
It  is  to  take  effect  only  at  a  time  when  there  must  be  a 
8  ibstitution  or  change  of  trustees : — there  must  be  a 
devolution  or  transmission  of  the  estate,  to  some  one  or 
more  persons  not  immediately  or  directly  trusted  by  the 
author  of  the  trust :— the  estate  subject  to  the  trusts  must 
pass  either  to  the  haeres  natus  or  the  haeres  factus  of  the 
surviving  trustee ;  and  if  the  heir  or  heirs  at  law,  what- 
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ever  may  be  their  situation,  condition,  or  number,  must  1861. 
be  the  siibstiluted  trustee  or  trustees,  the  greatest  incon-  Stetems 
veniences  may  arise,  and  there  are  no  means  of  obviating 
them  other  than  by  application  to  this  Court.  With 
great  respect  for  those  who  think  otherwise,  and  quite 
aware  that  some  inconveniences,  which  can  only  be 
obviated  in  this  Court,  may  arise,  from  devising  trust 
estates  to  improper  persons,  for  improper  purposes,  I 
cannot,  at  present,  see  my  way  to  the  conchision,  that  in 
the  case  contemplated,  the  surviving  trustee  commits  a 
breach  of  trust  by  not  permitting  the  trust  estate  to 
descend,  or  by  devising  it  to  proper  persons,  on  the 
trusts  to  which  it  was  subject  in  the  hands  of  the  sur- 
viving trustee."  {^Hill  J.  In  that  case  the  word  "assigns'* 
was  in  the  devise  creating  the  trust ;  and  Lord  Langdale 
M.  R.  goes  no  further  in  overruling  Cooke  v.  Crawford  (a) 
than  does  Parker  V.  C.  in  IVihon  v.  Bennett  (J).  If  an 
estate  is  conveyed  to  A,,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  trust 
that  he,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  shall  sell,  the  words  "  heirs 
and  assigns**  are  indefinite  words.  But  in  Cooke  v.  Craw* 
ford  (a)  Shadwell  V.  C.  said,  '*  There  is  no  case  in  which 
a  person  not  mentioned  by  the  party  creating  the  trust 
has  been  held  entitled  to  execute  it."  And  Parker  Y.  C, 
in  Wilson  v.  Bennett  (J),  upholds  Cooke  v.  Crawford  (a) 
upon  that  narrow  ground.]  In  Macdonald  v.  Walker  (c), 
where  the  word  "  assigns**  was  not  in  the  power  of  sale, 
Romilly  M.  R.  considered  Cooke  v.  Crawford  (a)  and 
Titley  v.  Wolstenholme  {d)  conflicting  authorities;  but,  as 
the  word  assigns  was  not  in  the  power,  he  acted  on  the 
principle  that  the  title  was  too  doubtful  to  induce  the 

(a)  13  Sim,  91.  (b)  5  De  G.  j-  8m.  476. 

(c)  14  JBeav,  666.  (d)  7  Beav.  426. 
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1861.  Court  to  compel  a  purchaser  to  take  it  In  HaU  ▼. 
Stktims  ^^y  (^)>  where  the  word  "  assigns"  was  in  the  devise 
creating  the  trust,  Wood  V.  C.  declined  to  extend  the 
doctrine  of  Cooke  v.  Crawford  (6),  and  recognised  Titley 
V.  WoUtenholme{c).  In  the  present  case  the  devisees 
were  also  executors,  and  the  terms  of  the  devise  shew 
the  testator's  intention  to  have  been  that  the  executors 
should  sell  the  property  and  apply  the  proceeds  in 
execution  of  the  trusts.  [fVightman  J.  The  testator 
bad  personal  as  well  as  real  estate,  and  the  devise  must 
be  construed  reddendo  singula  singulis.]  Secondly; 
as  to  the  alleged  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  given 
by  the  plaintiff's  vendor  for  the  property;  it  is  not 
shewn  affirmativefy  that  he  did  not  give  a  fair  price 
for  it. 

WioHTMAN  J.  In  this  case  I  am  of  opinion  that 
there  are  such  defects  in  the  title  of  the  vendor  as  to 
entitle  the  plaintiff  to  rescind  the  contract  and  recover 
back  his  deposit.  Samuel  Swift  by  his  will  devised  his 
real  and  personal  estate  to  his  two  sons,  WUliam  Swift 
and  Henry  Swift,  their  heirs,  executors  and  administra- 
tors, in  trust  that  they,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
heirs,  executors,  or  administrators  of  such  survivor, 
should  sell,  and  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  according 
to  the  directions  contained  in  the  will.  William  Swift 
died,  and  Henry  Swift  was  the  survivor:  and  Henry 
Swift  by  his  will  devised  his  trust  estates  to  two  persons, 
neither  of  whom  was  his  heir,  whom  he  also  appointed 
executors  of  his  will.  The  question  is,  whether  the 
persons  whom  he  named  devisees  of  the  real  estate  and 

(a)  3  JT.  #  J:  585.  (ft)  13  Sim,  91. 

(c)  7  Btav,  425. 
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executors  of  the  personal  estate  of  which  he  was  seised  1861. 
or  possessed  in  trust  at  the  time  of  his  death,  can  make  Stktens 
a  good  title  to  a  purchaser.  The  word  "  assigns"  being  A|tgi,H 
wholly  omitted  in  the  will  of  the  first  testator,  the  ques- 
tion is,  can  the  assignee  of  the  surviving  trustee  under 
that  will  make  a  good  title?  The  case  of  Coohe  v. 
Crawford  {a)  is  a  direct  authority  that  the  devisee  of  a 
trustee  appointed  under  such  a  will  as  that  of  Samuel 
Swift  is  not  a  person  who  can  give  a  good  title  to  a 
purchaser.  That  decision  has  been  commented  on  in 
many,  and  questioned  in  several,  subsequent  cases.  In 
Wilson  V.  Bennett  (Jb)  Parker  V.  C.  states,  as  the  ground 
upon  which  it  proceeded,  ^'  that  a  trust  cannot  be  dele- 
gated to  persons  not  contemplated  in  its  original  crea- 
tion." Though  the  legal  estate  passes  by  the  devise  of 
the  trustee,  his  devisee  has  no  such  power  to  sell  as 
entitles  him  to  convey.  Wihon  v.  Bennett  {b)  stood 
upon  a  different  ground,  namely,  that  ^*  the  testator  did 
not  contemplate  such  an  event  as  that  the  estate  should 
vest  in  pne  person  and  the  power  go  to  another."  But, 
though  the  Vice  Chancellor  said  that  the  decision  in 
Cooke  V.  Crawford  {a)  had  been  understood  as  going 
beyond  what  it  really  imported,  he  did  not  affect  to 
determine  that  it  was  not  law.  In  Ashton  v.  fFood  (c) 
Stuart  V.  C.  makes  some  strong  comments  on  the  doc- 
trine of  Coohe  V.  Crawford  (a).  He  says  ^'  It  was  decided 
upon  a  very  narrow  ground — as  narrow  a  ground  as 
could  well  be  taken.  It  was  held  that,  because  the  word 
«  assigns"  was  not  used,  the  trustee  for  sale,  on  a  devo- 
lution of  the  legal  estate,  had  put  it  in  such  a  state  as 
that  not  only  the  person  who  had  the  legal  estate  could 

(a)  13  Sim,  91.  (A)  b  De  G.  j-  8m.  475.  479. 

(e)  3  iSm.  #  6^.  436.  446. 
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1861.        iiot  execute  the  trust,  but  that  he  could  devise  the  trust 
"steveks       estate  without  the  power  that  was  annexed  to  it     Lord 
.   ^'  St.  Leonards^  with  his  great  knowledge  of  the  law  in 

such  cases^  has  said  that  that  was  an  extremely  strict 
construction;  and  he  seems  to  regret,  as  I  do,  that  it 
ever  should  have  been  held  that  a  mere  legal  estate 
should  pass  by  devise  to  a  man  who  must  hold  it  in 
trust  for  somebody,  and  yet  that  the  power  annexed  to 
the  legal  estate  was  one  which  he  could  not  exercise.** 
Stuart  V.  C.  goes  on  to  say  that  "  A  different  view  might 
have  been  taken  by  the  Court  if  the  matter  had  been 
fully  considered  upon  the  principle  stated  in  the  case  of 
Whitjield  v.  How  {a).^  And,  after  stating  the  decision  in 
that  case,  he  says  '^  That  seems  to  shew  that  where  there 
is  a  legal  estate  with  a  power  annexed  to  it,  and  the  legal 
estate  is  devised,  the  power  should  pass  with  the  legal 
estate  to  which  it  is  annexed,  unless  there  be  something 
peculiar  to  evince  an  intention  that  the  power  was  not 
to  be  transmissible  with  the  legal  estate.  But  it  seems 
that  a  contrary  doctrine  has  been  established  in  this 
Court,  on  what  Lord  ^S*^.  Leonards  calls  a  stream  of 
authority,  much  too  strong  for  me  to  resist/'  I  feel 
myself  in  the  same  position  as  the  Vice  Chancellor. 
Wilson  V.  Bennett  {h\  in  which  the  original  devise  con- 
tained the  same  limitation  as  in  the  will  before  us,  and 
the  devisees  of  the  surviving  trustee  were  also  appointed 
his  executors,  is  also  a  decisive  authority  that  the  execu- 
tors would  not  be  the  proper  persons  to  execute  the 
power  of  sale.  The  plaintiiTs  vendor,  therefore,  who 
was  the  vendee  of  the  two  devisees  under  the  will  of  the 
survivor  of  the  original  trustees  appointed  by  the  will 

(a)  2  Show,  57.  {h)  b  Ik  O.  ^  8m,  475. 
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of  Samvel  Swifts  did  not  establish  such  a  title  as  the        1861. 
plaintiflT  was  bound  to  accept.     I  also  think  that,  on  the       Steveki 
ground  of  the  total  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  paid       Austen 
for  the  estate  by  the  vendor,  with  notice  of  which  the 
plaintiff  was   affected^    it   would    not   be   safe  for   the 
plaintiff  to  accept  the  title. 

(Cromptom  J.  was  absent) 

Hill  J.  I  am  of  the  same  opinion.  I  think  that 
the  vendor  has  not  made  out  such  a  title  as  the  vendee 
is  bound  to  accept,  and  that  the  latter  is  therefore 
entitled  to  rescind  the  contract  and  demand  back  the 
purchase  money.  The  vendor  has  failed  in  two  respects. 
First :  he  traces  his  title  through  the  trustees  of  Samuel 
SiD?ffs  will.  Samuel  Swift  devised  to  two  persons,  their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators,  in  trust  that  they,  or 
the  survivor,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  or  administrators 
of  the  survivor,  should  sell ;  the  word  "  assigns"  being 
omitted.  The  surviving  trustee  devised  this  trust  estate, 
and  his  devisees  sold  to  the  plaintiff's  vendor.  Accord- 
ing to  the  aulhoriiies  a  trust  cannot  be  exercised  by  a 
person  not  contemplated  in  the  original  creation  of  the 
trust;  therefore,  the  word  "assigns"  not  being  in  the 
original  devise,  the  devisee  of  the  surviving  trustee  has 
no  power  to  convey  the  estate.  Whether  those  authorities 
would  be  upheld  in  a  Court  of  error  I  do  not  presume 
to  say :  it  is  sufficient  for  us  that  the  law  has  been  so 
laid  down  in  a  Court  of  coordinate  jurisdiction.  A 
second  objection  to  the  title  of  the  vendor  is,  that  the 
devisees  under  the  will  of  the  surviving  trustee  sold  to 
the  vendor  for  a  very  inadequate  price ;  and  that  a  pur- 
chaser with  notice  of  that  fact  takes  the  estate  subject  to 
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STETI58 
V, 

Austin. 


the  trust  for  the  persons  beneficially  interested.  The  law 
with  regard  to  trustees  is  very  strict  Lord  St  Leonardt 
says,  in  his  book  on  Vendors  and  Purchasers,  ch.  1,  sect.  5, 
p.  50  (13th  ed.),  '^  Every  trust  deed  for  sale  is  upon  the 
implied  condition  that  the  trustees  will  use  all  reasonable 
diligence  to  obtain  the  best  price ;  and  that  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  trust  they  will  pay  equal  and  fair  attention 
to  the  interest  of  all  persons  concerned.*'  Either  the 
trustees  have  not  done  that  in  the  present  case,  or,  if 
they  have,  they  have  allowed  the  contrary  to  appear. 

Blackburn  J.  I  am  of  opinion  that  the  rule  should 
be  discharged.  But  I  wish  to  say  that  I  am  not  prepared 
to  agree  with  my  learned  Brothers  in  all  respects  as  to 
the  first  ground.  The  first  question  appears  to  me  to  be 
whether  we  are  not  bound  to  decide  absolutely  that  the 
vendor's  title  is  either  good  or  bad ;  or  whether  it  is 
enough  to  say  that  the  title  is  so  doubtful  that  a  Court 
of  equity  would  not  decree  specific  performance.  I 
used  to  think  that  a  Court  of  law  was  bound  to  decide 
absolutely  that  the  title  was  good  or  bad ;  but  in  Jeakes  v. 
White  (a)  and  Simmons  v.  Heseltine  (6),  though  the  con- 
trary was  not  decided,  doubt  was  thrown  upon  that  view. 
If,  therefore,  I  had  only  come  to  the  conclusion  that  the 
title  in  the  present  case  was  doubtful,  I  should  wish  for 
time  to  consider  whether  those  two  authorities  are  so 
strong  as  to  bind  us.  So,  again,  if  the  only  objection  to 
the  title  was  grounded  on  the  decision  of  Shadwell  V.  C. 
in  Cooke  v.  Crawford  (r),  I  should  also  wish  for  time  to 
consider  whether  we  ought  to  be  bound  by  that  case ; 
for  although  all  the  subsequent  decisions  referring  to 


(a)  6  Exeh,  673. 


(e)  13  Sim,  91. 


(6)  6  C.  B.  K.  S.  554. 
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that  case  say  that  it  is  not  overruled,  they  do  not  alto- 
gether confirm  it.  I  do  not  wish  to  be  considered  as 
expressing  an  opinion  that  that  decision  was  wrong :  I 
only  desire  to  pause  before  acting  on  it. 

The  other  ground  of  objection  to  the  title  of  the 
vendor  is  the  inadequacy  of  the  consideration  given  by 
him  on  his  purchase  from  the  devisees  of  the  surviving 
trustee,  of  which  the  plaintiff  had  notice.  On  that 
ground*  the  title  of  the  vendor  is  as  bad  as  it  well  could 
be. 

Rule  discharged. 
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Irish  Peat  Company  against  Phillips. 

[Reported,  in  the  Queen's  Bench  and  in  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber  on  error  from  that  Court,  I  B.  8f  S. 
598.] 


Wednesday, 
February  ISih. 


AsHWOBTH  against  Stanwix  and  Walker. 


I860. 


June  i5th. 

1861. 

Saturday, 
February  23id. 


DECLARATION:  That  defendants  were  possessed  The  principle 
/•  .   •  1     -^       r        •      .1  1-   r.  J    that  a  serrant 

of  a  certain  coal  pit,  wberem  there  was  a  shaft ;  and  sustainiDg  an 

iiyury  from 
the  ncgli^nce 
of  a  fellow  serrant  while  engaged  in  the  common  employment  cannot  recover  in  an 
action  against  the  common  master,  does  not  exempt  m>m  liabiUtj  to  action  a  master 
who  himself  takes  part  in  the  servant's  work,  and  whilst  so  doing  iiyures  the  servant 
through  negligence. 

If  the  master  is  a  member  of  a  partnership  by  whom  the  servant  is  employed,  and 
the  work  in  which  he  so  takes  part  is  within  the  scope  of  the  common  imaertakinc^  of 
the  partnership,  his  co-partners  are  jointly  liable  with  him  for  the  iiyuiy  thus  caused  to 
the  servant  by  his  negligence 
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1861.  that  plaintiff  was  lawfull;  employed  in  the  said  pit  at 
AsBwoRTH  ^^®  bottom  of  the  said  shaft;  and  in  which  said  pit  a 
Stanwix  certain  corf  was  used  by  defendants  for  the  purpose  of 
raising  coal  from  the  said  pit  to  the  mouth  of  the  said 
shaft ;  yet  defendants  so  negligently  guarded  the  mouth 
of  the  said  shaft,  and  so  carelessly  used  and  managed 
the  said  corf,  and  took  so  little  care  of  a  certain  plate  or 
rail  of  defendants  at  the  mouth  of  the  said  shaft,  that, 
by  reason  of  the  carelessness,  &c.,  of  defendants  the  said 
plate  or  rail  fell  down  the  said  shaft,  and  struck  plaintiff 
on  the  head  with  great  force  and  violence,  and  fractured 
his  skull ;  whereby  plaintiff  became,  was  and  is  perma- 
nently injured,  &c. 

Pleas.     1.    Not  guilty.     2.    Not  possessed.     Issues 
thereon. 

At  the  trial,  before  Blackburn  J.,  at  the  Durham  Spring 
Assizes,  1860,  it  appeared  that  the  two  defendants  were 
lessees  of  a  coal  pit,  and  were,  in  that  respect,  in  part- 
nership together.     The  plaintiff  was  a  pitman  employed 
in  the  pit  by  them.  On  the  day  when  the  accident  hap- 
pened he  was  so  eniployed,  and  the  defendant  fValker 
was  acting  as  banksman  at  the  mouth  of  the  shaft.     For 
the  purpose  of  emptying  the  corves  as  they  came  up 
full   of  coal  from  the  pit,  there  was  a  short  tramway 
made  of  the  usual  rails  or  plates.     The  banksman*s  duty 
was  to  receive  the  full  corf  as  it  came  up,  to  place  it  on 
a  tram  wliich  travelled  upon  the  tramway,  and  to  hook 
on  the  corf  which  was  to  go  down  empty.     There  was 
evidence  that  one  of  the  tramplates  was  loose,  and  it 
appeared  that  while  the  defendant  IValker  was  acting  as 
banksman,  and  after  he  had  been  told  of  the  insecure 
state  of  this  tramplate,  it  fell  down  the  pit  and  caused 
severe  injury  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  standing  at  the 
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bottom  of  the  shaft.     The  defendant  Walker  was  clearly        1861. 
guilty  of  negligence ;  but  it  was  not  shewn  that  Stantoixj     ashworth 
who  was  absent  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  knew  that      starWix. 
the  tramplate  was  loose. 

The  jury  found  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  as  against 
Walker^  and  by  the  direction  of  the  learned  Judge  a 
verdict  for  the  defendant  Stantoix  ;  leave  being  reserved 
to  the  plaintiff  to  move  to  enter  a  verdict  against  both 
defendants. 

ManUiy  hdid,  obtained  a  rule  calling  on^  the  defendant 
Stanwix  to  shew  cause  why  a  verdict  should  not  be 
entered  for  the  plaintiff  against  both  the  defendants,  on 
the  ground  that  there  was  evidence  to  go  to  the  jury 
upon  which  they  might  reasonably  have  found  a  verdict 
for  the  plaintiff  against  Sianwix,  as  well  as  against 
Walker. 

Overend  shewed  cause  (a).  This  is  quite  a  new  case ; 
that  of  a  servant  suing  his  masters  in  respect  of  an  injury 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  one  of  the  masters  while 
acting  as  a  servant  in  working  with  the  plaintiff.  In 
principle,  however,  the  well  settled  rule  applies  that  a 
master  is  not  responsible  to  a  servant  for  injury  caused  to 
him  by  the  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  in  the  course  of 
the  common  employment*  For  the  purposes  of  the  case 
the  defendant  Walker^  through  w^ose  negligence  whilst 
acting  in  the  capacity  of  banksman  at  the  pit  the  accident 
happened,  may  be  regarded  as  a  fellow  servant  of  the 
plaintiff;    and   the   other  defendant,   Stantoix,   as   the 

(a)  Friday,  June  15ih,  1860.  Before  Cockbum  C.  J.,  Wightman  J. 
(who  was  present  during  part  only  of  the  argument),  Crampton  and 
Blackburn  Js. 
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1861.  master  of  them  both.  The  plaintiff  must  be  taken  to 
AsBwoaTH  have  run  the  risk,  in  entering  the  service,  of  injury 
Stas'wix.  happening  to  him  from  the  negligence  of  Walker,  whom 
he  must  have  known  to  be  a  person  with  whom  he 
would  have  to  work.  [Cockburn  C.  J.  Can  a  servant 
be  supposed  to  contemplate  the  peculiar  risk  of  an  injury 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  his  master  while  acting  as  a 
fellow  servant  ?]  Roberts  ▼.  Smith  (a)  shews  that  per- 
sonal interference  and  negligence  on  the  part  of  a  master 
gives  a  servant,  injured  in  consequence,  a  right  of  action ; 
and  in  that  view  Walker  may  be  personally  liable  as  mas- 
ter. His  negligence,  however,  was  not  such  negligence, 
quS  master,  as  to  affect  his  co-partner  Stanwix  with 
liability.  A  master  who  does  not  personally  interfere 
is  not  liable,  if  he  employs  competent  servants  and  pro- 
vides competent  machinery  for  the  work ;  BartanshiU 
Coal  Company  v.  Reid  {b).  [Blackburn  J.  That  was  a 
Scotch  appeal ;  and  in  Scotland  there  has  been  great 
resistance  to  the  establishment  of  the  rule  on  this 
subject,  as  now  settled  in  England,]  In  Southcote  v. 
Stanley  {c)  it  was  held  that  the  defendant,  an  hotel 
keeper,  was  not  liable  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  visiting 
him,  by  his  request,  at  the  hotel,  for  an  injury  sustained 
by  the  plaintiff  through  the  falling  of  a  piece  of  glass  upon 
him  from  a  door  which  it  was  necessary  to  open  for  the 
purpose  of  leaving  the  hotel,  and  which  was  in  an  in- 
secure condition.  Tbe^rinciple  of  that  case  is  in  favour  of 
the  defendant  Stanwix;  and  Skippv.  Eastern  Counties 
Railway  Company{d)  and  fViyyettv.  Fox{e)  are  further 
authorities  in  point . 

(a)  2H.^N,  213.  (h)  3  McQ.  8c,  Jpp,  Ca,  266. 

(c)  1  H,  #  N,  247.  (d)  9  Exch.  223. 

(e)  W  Exch,  ^2. 
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(WiQHTMAN  J.  here  left  the  Couru)  1861. 

ASHWORTH 

Manisfy  and  Davison,  contra.  E?en  if  Walker  is  to  stahwix. 
be  regarded  as  the  servant  of  Stanwix,  he  was  not  the 
less,  in  conjunction  with  Stantoix,  the  plaintiff's  master ; 
and  the  cases  shew  that,  although  a  master  is  not  liable 
to  a  servant  for  an  injury  caused  to  him  by  the  negli- 
gence of  a  fellow  servant^  he  is  liable  if  he  himself 
interferes  personally,  and  is  guilty  of  negligence  con< 
ducing  to  the  injury.  In  the  present  case,  Walker,  by 
his  personal  n^ligence,  caused  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff; 
and  WaOcer^s  negligence  is  in  law  the  negligence  of 
Stanwix  also.  But,  further,  in  Patersan  v.  Wallace  and 
Company  {a)  Lord  Crantoorth  C.  says:  "When  a  master 
employs  a  servant  in  a  work  of  a  dangerous  character, 
he  is  bound  to  take  all  reasonable  precautions  for  the 
safety  of  that  workman.  This  is  the  law  of  England  no 
less  than  the  law  of  Scotland.  It  is  the  master's  duty  to 
be  careful  that  his  servant  is  not  induced  to  work  under 
a  notion  that  tackle  or  machinery  is  staunch  and  secure 
when  in  fact  the  master  knows,  or  ought  to  know,  that 
it  is  not  so.  And  if  from  any  negligence  in  this  respect 
damage  arise,  the  master  is  responsible.'^  Brydon  v. 
Stewart  {b)  is  to  the  same  effect,  and  shews  that  a  master 
who  lets  a  workman  down  his  mine  is  bound  to  bring 
him  up  safely^  even  though  he  come  up  on  his  own 
business,  and  not  on  that  of  his  nfaster.  In  BartonshiU 
Coal  Company  v.  Reid  (c)  Lord  Crantoorth  C*  laid 
down  the  same  principle,  as  follows :  "  When  a 
master  employs  his  servant  in  a  work  of  danger  he  is 
bound  to  exercise  due  care  in  order  to  have  his  tackle 

(a)  1  McQ.  8c.  App.  Ca,  748.  751.        (b)  2  McQ.  Sc.  App.  Ca.  30. 
(c)  3  McQ.  Sc.  App,  Ca.  266.  288. 
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1861.  &i3d  machinery  in  a  safe  and  proper  condition,  so  as  to 
AsHwoRTH  protect  the  servant  against  unnecessary  risks.''  And  in 
Stahwix.  S^^tonthiU  Coal  Company  ▼.  McGuire(a)  Lord  Chelms- 
ford  expressed  his  entire  concurrence  in  Lord  Crow- 
wartlCs  opinion.  Both  Walker  and  Stanwix^  therefore, 
were  bound  to  protect  the  plaintiff  from  unnecessary 
risks,  the  service  being  dangerous.  Stanwix  delegated 
this  duty  to  Walker^  and  Walker^  as  the  evidence  shews, 
grossly  neglected  it  in  not  taking  measures  to  secure  the 
tramplate  which  injured  the  plaintiff,  though  Walker 
knew  that  it  was  loose.  That  the  n^ligence  of  one  of 
several  partners  while  acting  for  the  rest  in  the  partner- 
ship business  is  in  law  the  negligence  of  all,  is  shewn  by 
Moreton  v.  Hordem  (&),  where  all  the  proprietors  of  a 
stage  coach  were  held  responsible  for  an  injury  caused 
to  the  plaintiff  by  the  negligence  of  one  of  them  while 
driving  the  coach.  In  the  last  place,  there  was  no 
evidence  whatever  to  support  the  contention  on  the 
other  side,  that  Walker  was  a  fellow  servant  with  the 
plaintiff. 

Cur.  adv.  vuU. 

Crompton  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court  The  question  to  be  determined  in  this  case  is, 
whether  the  defendant  Stanwix,  being  co-proprietor  with 
the  other  defendant,  Walker^  of  a  mine,  is  jointly  liable 
with  him  for  an  injury  sustained  by  the  plaintiff,  a  work- 
man in  their  common  employ,  through  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  Walker.  The  facts  are  such  that,  if  the 
defendant  Walker  had  been  simply  the  fellow  workman 
of  the  plaintiff,  the  case  would  have  come  within  the 

(a)  3  McQ.  Sc.  Jpp,  Ca.  300.  303.  (b)  4lB.^C.  223. 
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principle  that  a  servant  sustaining  an  injury  from  the  1861. 
negligence  of  a  fellow  servant  engaged  in  the  same  abuwortu 
employment,  cannot  recover  against  the  common  master,  stamwix. 
The  present  case  would  then  have  been  quite  analogous 
to  that  of  Bartonshill  Coal  Company  v.  Reid  (a).  But 
the  present  case  is  distinguishable  from  the  class  of  cases 
which  have  been  referred  to,  in  the  important  particular 
that  the  defendant  Walker,  although  in  fact  engaged 
jointly  with  the  plaintiflF  in  the  work  of  the  mine,  was 
also  a  co-proprietor,  and,  as  such,  one  of  the  plaintiff*s 
masters;  and  the  question  is,  whether  this  circumstance 
takes  the  case  out  of  the  before  mentioned  rule,  and 
calls  for  the  application  of  a  different  principle.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  it  does,  and  that  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  hold  the  defendant  Stanwix  responsible  for 
the  negligence  of  his  co-proprietor  and  partner.'  The 
doctrine  that  a  servant,  on  entering  the  service  of  an 
employer,  takes  on  himself,  as  a  risk  incidental  to  the 
service,  the  chance  of  injury  arising  from  the  negligence 
of  fellow  servants  engaged  in  the  common  employment, 
has  no  application  in  the  case  of  the  negligence  of  an 
employer.  Though  the  chance  of  injury  from  the  neg- 
ligence of  fellow  servants  may  be  supposed  to  enter  into 
the  calculation  of  a  servant  in  undertaking  the  service^ 
it  would  be  too  much  to  say  that  the  risk  of  danger  from 
the  negligence  of  a  master,  when  engaged  with  him  in 
their  common  work,  enters  in  like  manner  into  his 
speculation.  From  a  master  he  is  entitled  to  expect  the 
care  and  attention  which  the  superior  position  and 
presumable  sense  of  duty  of  the  latter  ought  to  command. 
The  relation  of  master  and  servant  does  not  the  less 

(rt)  3  McQ.  Sc.  App.  Ca.  266. 
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1861.  subsist  because,  by  some  arrangement  between  the  joint 
AflHwoRTH  iiiasters^  one  of  them  takes  on  himself  the  fiinctions  of  a 
StabVix  worl^'nan.  It  is  a  fallacy  to  suppose  that  on  that  account 
the  character  of  master  is  con?erted  into  that  of  a  fellow 
labourer.  Though  engaged  with  the  plaintiff  in  a  com- 
mon employment,  Walker  did  not  the  less  remain  the 
master  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  partner  of  the  defendant 
Stanwix.  This  being  so^  it  follows  that  Stanwix  must 
be  liable  in  respect  of  the  negligence  through  which 
injury  has  arisen  to  the  plaintiff,  as  the  relation  of 
partner  subsisted  between  Walker  and  Stanwix ;  and  as 
the  negligence  was  in  a  matter  within  the  scope  of  a 
common  undertaking  we  think  that  Stanwix  is  equally 
liable  with  Walker.  That  a  partner  is  liable  for  the 
negligence  of  his  co-partner  when  engaged  in  the  busi* 
ness  of  the  partnership  is  not  only  clear  in  prindple, 
but  is  established  by  the  case  of  Moreton  v.  Hardera  (a) 
in  this  Court,  where  two  proprietors  of  a  stage  coach 
were  held  liable  with  a  third  for  the  negligence  of  the 
latter,  by  whom  the  coach  had  been  driven.  Now  it 
has  never  been  doubted  that  for  personal  negligence  of 
the  master,  whereby  injury  is  occasioned  to  the  servant, 
the  master  will  be  liable.  Personal  negligence  is  clearly 
established  against  Walker  ;  and,  it  being  admitted  that 
the  defendant  Stanwix  was  his  co-proprietor  and  partner, 
the  latter  must  be  held  to  be  jointly  responsible  in 
respect  of  such  negligence,  and  is  therefore  liable  in 
this  action.  The  rule  must  be  made  absolute  to  enter 
the  verdict  against  him,  as  well  as  against  the  other 
defendant 

Rule  absolute. 

(rt)  4  5.  #  C.  223. 
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1860. 

Tuesdayt 
June  5th. 
Thursdat/, 
June  7th. 

Castbique  against  Behbens  and  others.        Saturday' 

Februaty23id. 

ECLARATION.    For  that,  before  the  committing  Thei>rinciple 

by  defendants  of  the  grievance  hereinafter  men-  action  for 

tioned,  one  John  George  Claus,  of  Liverpool^  a  British  and  wU^out 

subject,  was  the  sole  registered  owner  of  a  certain  ship  p^ble^ea^e 

called  The  Ann  Martin,  and  her  appurtenances,  which  J^^^f  ^^ 

ship  was,  at  the  time  Claus  was  her  owner,  and  up  to  country  in 
'-    ^  *^         motion  to  the 

the  time  of  the  sale  of  the  said  ship  hereinafter  men-  damage  of 

,         T>..»i.  til  .  1  1  plaintiff,  it  is 

tioned,  a  British  ship,  and  duly  registered  as  such  pur-  essential  to 

shew  ^hat  thfi 

suant  to  the  statutes  for  the  time  being  in  force  relating  proceeding 

to  the   registering  of  British  vessels;   and,  on   30th  i^st^t^^ 

November,  1854,  whilst  Claus  was  such  owner  and  so  ^f  ^^^^t 

registered,  he,  by  bill  of  sale  duly  made  and  registered  '^T'^^v^li 

pursuant  to  the  said  statutes,  assigned  and  transferred  cause  has 

terminated  in 

by  way  of  mortgage  all  his  estate  and  interest  in  the  said  favour  of 

1  •  11  mw  rr  plaintiff,  if 

ship  and  her  appurtenances  to  one  Thomas  Harrison,  from  its  nature 

and  Harrison  became  and  was  registered  as  the  mort-  of  such  a 

gagee  of  the  said  ship  and  her  appurtenances,  according  ^^^^^hOTo 

to  the  provisions  of  the  said  statutes.     And  on  2nd  tro^t'fo? 

February,  1856,  and  whilst  jETarmoit  was  such  registered  2i*Yl*^d 

mortgagee,  he,  by  bill  of  sale  duly  made  and  registered  causing  a  pro- 
^  ceeding  to  be 

pursuant  to  the  said  statutes,  assigned  and  transferred  taken  in  a 

foreign  Court 
to  the  damage 
of  plaintiff    A  declaration  therefore  in  such  an  action,  on  the  &ce  of  which  it  appears 
that  the  foreign  Court  was  one  of  competent  jurisdiction  in  the  proceeding,  ana  gave 


therein  a  judgment  in  rem  to  the  damage  of  the  now  plainti£^  whicn  judgment  remains 
unreversed ;  and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  now  plainti£^  though  he  was  not  an  original 
party  to  the  proceeding,  might  not  have  intervened,  or  did  not  in  fact  intervene,  and 
obtain  a  hearing  therein ;  is  bad  on  demurrer. 


V. 
BXUEKXS. 
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1861.  ^^'  ^^  interest  in  the  said  ship  and  her  appurtenances  to 
Castriqus  ^°®  Richard  Emley^  and  Emky  became  and  was  rois- 
tered as  the  mortgagee  of  the  said  ship  and  her  appur- 
tenances^  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  said  statutes. 
And  on  9th  April^  1854,  and  whilst  Emley  was  such 
registered  mortgagee,  he,  by  bill  of  sale  duly  made 
pursuant  to  the  said  statutes,  assigned  and  transferred  all 
his  interest  in  the  said  ship  and  her  appurtenances  to 
plaintiff.  And  in  December^  1853,  the  said  ship  sailed 
from  Liverpool  on  a  voyage  to  MeJboume^  in  Australia^ 
and  from  thence  back  to  Englandy  calling  at  the  port  of 
Havre  de  Grdce^  in  the  French  empire ;  and  one  William 
Benson  was,  during  the  said  voyage,  the  master  of  the 
said  ship ;  and  in  the  course  of  the  said  voyage,  at  Mel- 
bourne aforesaid,  Benson  drew  a  certain  bill  of  exchange, 
dated  8th  June,  1854,  on  Claus,  the  then  owner  of  the 
said  ship,  by  the  name  and  designation  of  George  Clous 
jf  Co.,  Liverpool,  requiring  George  Claus  jr  Co.,  eight 
days  after  sight,  to  pay  to  the  onler  of  certain  persons 
by  the  name  and  designation  of  Messrs.  Lcvien  8f  Stei- 
nitz  the  sum  of  60  W.  16^.  6d.,  for  and  on  account  of 
certain  necessary  disbursements  for  the  ship  called  the 
Ann  Martin.  And  Messrs.  Levien  Sf  Steinitz,  without 
any  value  or  consideration  for  such  indorsement,  or  for 
defendants  becoming  the  holders  of  the  said  bill,  in- 
dorsed the  said  bill  to  defendants,  then  being  British 
subjects  residing  at  Liverpool,  in  England.  And  de- 
fendants, then  being  British  subjects  residing  in  England, 
being  the  holders  of  the  said  bill,  the  said  bill  was  duly 
presented  for  acceptance  to  G.  Claus  jr  Co.,  and  was 
dishonoured.  And  defendants,  well  knowing  the  pre- 
mises, and  that  the  said  ship  was  about  to  call^  on  her 
said  voyage  from  Melbourne  to  England,  at  the  port  of 
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Havre  de  Grdce,  in  the  empire  of  France;  and  well  1861. 
knowing,  as  the  fact  is,  that  by  the  law  of  France  when,  castriqub 
during  a  vojage,  a  bill  of  exchange  is  drawn  by  the  be/reks 
master  of  a  ship  upon  the  owner  of  such  ship  for  and 
on  account  of  necessary  disbursements  for  the  ship,  a 
French  subject,  if  he  be  the  bon£  fide  holder  for  value 
of  such  bill,  but  not  otherwise,  may,  if  the  ship  be  in 
any,  port  of  the  empire  of  France,  take  proceedings  in 
rem  in  the  Courts  of  the  said  empire  to  attach  the  ship 
in  such  port,  and  to  sell  and  dispose  of  such  ship  for  the 
purpose  of  paying  such  bill  and  the  costs  of  such  pro- 
ceedings ;  afterwards,  and  after  Clatts  had  ceased  to  be 
the  owner  of,  and  plaintiff  had  become  and  was  inte- 
rested in,  the  said  ship  as  aforesaid,  and  after  the  said 
bill  had  been  dishonoured,  falsely,  fraudulently  and  un- 
lawfully contriving  and  intending  to  deprive  plaintiff  of 
his  property  and  interest  in  the  said  ship,  and  to  cause 
the  said  ship  to  be  sold  for  payment  of  the  said  bill  of 
exchange,  fraudulently  and  unlawfully  conspired  with 
one  Etienne  Troteaux,  then  being  a  French  subject  re- 
siding in  FrancCf  that  defendants  should  indorse  the 
said  bill  to  Troteaux  without  any  value  or  consideration 
for  such  indorsement,  and  that  Troteaux  should  take 
proceedings  in  the  Tribunal  of  Commerce  at  Havre,  and 
also  in  the  Civil  Tribunal  at  Havre,  to  attach  the  said 
ship  and  her  appurtenances  at  the  said  port,  and  to 
obtain  a  sale  of  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the 
said  bill  out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  attachment  and 
sale ;  and  that  for  that  purpose  Troteaux  should  falsely 
and  fraudulently  represent  to  the  said  Tribunal  of  Com- 
merce and  to  the  said  Civil  Tribunal  at  Havre,  that  he, 
Troteaux,  then  was  the  bon&  fide  holder  of  the  said  bill 
for  good  and  valuable  consideration,  in  order  thereby 
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1861.  falsely  and  fraudulently  to  obtain  an  order  of  the  sud 
Castriqus  Tribunals  for  the  attachment  and  sale  of  the  said  ship 
Bebeerb.  ^^^  ^^^  purpose  of  paying  the  said  bill  of  exchange. 
And  afterwards,  and  after  the  said  bill  had  become  due 
and  had  been  dishonoured,  defendants,  in  pursuance  of 
the  said  conspiracy,  did  indorse  the  said  bill  to  Troteaux^ 
without  any  value  or  consideration  for  such  indorsement 
And  thereupon  Troteaux,  upon  the  arrival  of  the  said 
ship  at  the  port  of  Havre^  took  proceedings  in  the  said 
Tribunal  of  Commerce  and  also  in  the  said  Civil  Tri- 
bunal at  Havrti  to  attach  the  said  ship  and  to  obtain  a 
sale  of  the  same  for  the  purpose  of  paying  the  said  bill 
out  of  the  proceeds  of  such  sale;  and  did  &lsely  and 
fraudulently  represent  to  the  said  Tribunals  respectively 
that  he  was  the  bonS  fide  holder  of  the  said  bill  for 
good  and  valuable  consideration ;  and  thereby  obtained 
from  the  said  Tribunals  orders  for  the  attachment  and 
sale  of  the  said  ship,  for  the  purpose  of  payii^  the 
amount  of  the  said  bill  and  the  costs  of  such  proceed- 
ings. And  thereby  plaintiff  wholly  lost  and  has  been 
deprived  of  his  property  and  interest  in  the  sudship 
and  her  appurtenances. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer  (a). 

Holly  for  the  plain  tiff  (i).  The  declaration  discloses  a 
good  cause  of  action.  The  gist  of  it  is  that  it  chaiges 
the  defendants  with  a  conspiracy  to  deprive  the  plaintiff 
of  his  property  in  the  ship  Ann  Martin,  by  a  fraudulent 

(a)  There  were  also  demturors  by  the  plaintiff  to  two  of  the  j^ew, 
and  a  demurrer  by  the  defendants  to  the  replieadon ;  but  theee  jdead- 
ings  and  the  arguments  upon  them  are  omitted,  as  it  became  unnecessaiy 
for  the  Court  to  give  an  opinion  upon  their  validity. 

{b)  Tuesday,  June  6th,  1860.  Before  Cockfmm  C.  J.,  Wightfium, 
Orompton  and  BlacJkbum  Js. 
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indorsement  of  the  bill  of  exchange  to  Troteaux^  with  1861. 
intent  that  he  should  falsely  represent  himself  as  a  bona  Cabtriqub 
fide  holder  for  value,  and  so  attach  the  ship  under  the  bbhrbns 
French  law.  Coxe  v.  Smithe{a)  is  a  case  in  point.  There 
it  was  held  that  an  action  lay  for  causing  the  plaintiff  to 
be  deprived  of  his  office  by  means  of  a  false  aflSdavit  of 
malfeasance  by  him  therein.  In  Fitzherbert  De  Nat.  Brev, 
116  D.,  it  is  laid  down  that  ^'Conspiracy  shall  be  maintain- 
able against  those  who  conspire  to  forge  false  deeds  which 
are  given  in  evidence,  by  which  any  person's  land  is  lost.** 
Gerhard  v.  Bates  (b)  shews  that  there  is  no  necessity  for 
any  privity  between  the  parties  to  support  an  action  of 
tort  for  a  false  representation.  In  principle,  therefore,  it  is 
immaterial,  with  regard  to  such  an  action  as  the  present, 
whether  the  false  representation  was  made  to  the  plaintiff 
himself,  or  to  some  other  person  who  had  power  to 
deprive  him  of  his  property.  Gregory  v.  Duke  of  Bruns^ 
unck{c)  shews  that  an  action  lies  for  a  conspiracy  to 
hiss  an  actor  off  the  stage ;  so  that  acts,  innocent  in 
themselves,  if  done  for  a  wrongful  purpose,  are  action- 
able. Hence,  in  the  present  case,  the  defendants'  firau- 
dulent  intent  in  indorsing  the  bill  to  TVoteaux,  makes 
them  liable  to  the  plaintiff.  It  will  be  said,  on  the 
other  side,  that  the  action  is,  in  effect,  for  the  abuse  of 
the  process  of  a  foreign  Court.  But  first,  the  gist  of  the 
action  is  the  conspiracy  in  this  country  to  deprive  the 
plaintiff  of  his  property  by.  means  of  the  overt  acts  of 
indorsing  the  bill  to  a  French  subject  and  of  the  false 
representation  by  that  person  to  the  French  Court  that 
he  was  an  indorsee  for  value.  And,  secondly,  an  action 
lies  for  falsely  and  maliciously  abusing  the  process  of 

(a)  1  Lev.  119.  (A)  2  £  #  B.  47a 

(c)  ^M.fG,  205. 
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1 86 1 .  any  Court.  Gratnger  v.  Hill  (a),  Heywood  v.  ColUnge  (J), 
Castriqob  Whitelegg  v.  Richards  (c),  Danieli  v.  Fielding  {d),  Farlq 
Behebhs.  ^'  ^^^^  (^)*  *r®  instances  of  actions  for  such  an  abuse 
of  the  process  of  Courts  in  this  country.  A  fortiori 
ought  such  actions  to  lie^  in  our  Courts,  for  an  abuse  of 
the  process  of  a  foreign  Court,  lest  the  person  injured 
thereby  should  be  without  redress  in  the  country  where 
the  wrong  is  committed.  The  other  side  may  rely  upon 
a  class  of  cases  which  decide  that  a  false  statement  made 
in  the  course  of  a  trial  is  not  the  subject  of  an  action: 
but  the  present  case  differs  from  them  in  this,  that  here 
the  process  of  the  Court  was  set  in  motion  by  the  false 
statement  and  conspiracy.  In  12  Rep.  128,  tit  **  Fahe 
Affidavits/*  it  is  laid  down  that  one  may  have  an  action 
against  another  to  recover  damages  for  perjury  by  which 
damages  accrue:  and  in  Rems't.  Smith  (/)  WiUes  J. 
seems  to  have  been  of  opinion  that  an  action  may  be 
brought  in  respect  of  any  damage  which  the  plaintiff 
has  sustained,  or  which  has  been  brought  about,  by 
means  of  an  affidavit  made  by  the  defendant,  causing 
the  plaintiff  to  be  harassed  by  illegal  proceedings. 
[Crampton  J.  It  appears  from  the  declaration  that  the 
French  Courts  gave  judgment  in  favour  of  Troteaui. 
Was  not  that  a  judgment  in  rem,  and,  as  such,  binding, 
till  reversed,  on  all  the  world,  and,  therefore,  on  the 
plaintiff?]  The  Court  of  Common  Pleas  has  held  that 
this  very  judgment  was  not  a  judgment  in  rem  {g). 
But  even  if  they  were  wrong  in  so  holding,  a  judgment 

(a)  4  B.  N.  C.  212.  {b)  9  A,  f  E.  268. 

(c)  2  5.  #  a  45.  (d)  16  Af.  4-  W,  200. 

(«)  4  £.  #  5.  493.  (/)  18  C  B,  126. 142. 

(^)  In  Castrique  y.  Imrie,  8  C.  B.  N.  SA,  That  dedsion  has,  howoTer, 
been  reversed  on  appeal  by  the  Exchequer  Chamber.  Imrie  v.  Castrique, 
8  a  B,  N.  S.  405. 
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in  rem  may  be  avoided,  if  fraudulently  obtained.  De  1861. 
Grey  C.  J.,  in  delivering  tbe  opinion  of  the  Judges  in  Castriqu* 
Ducltess  of  KingstofCs  Case  {a\  says  "  Like  all  other  acts  BBHaBiis. 
of  the  highest  judicial  authority,  \t"  (the  sentence  of 
the  Spiritual  Court)  ^'is  impeachable  from  without: 
although  it  is  not  permitted  to  shew  that  the  Court 
was  mistaken^  it  may  be  shewn  that  they  were  misled. 
Fraud  is  an  extrinsic,  collateral  act ;  which  vitiates 
the  most  solemn  proceedings  of  Courts  of  justice.  I^rd 
Coke  says,  it  avoids  all  judicial  acts,  ecclesiastical  or 
temporal"  Mr.  Smith,  in  his  notes  to  that  case,  com- 
menting upon  the  extent  to  which  a  foreign  judgment 
is  to  be  held  binding  here,  observes  (i)  :  *'  It  is**  "  not 
too  much  to  say,  that  our  Courts  would  allow''  it  **  to 
be  impeached  by  extrinsic  evidence,  shewing  distinctly 
that  the  Court  which  pronounced  it  bad  no  juris- 
diction," *^  or  that  it  was  obtained  by  fraud,  for  that, 
to  use  the  language  of  the  Lord  Chief  Justice,  is  an 
extrinsic  collateral  act,  which  vitiates  the  most  solemn 
proceedings  even  of  our  own  Courts."  The  plaintiff 
having  been  no  party  to  the  proceedings  in  the  French 
Courts,  and  having  had  no  opportunity  of  intervening, 
the  judgment,  even  if  it  be  in  rem,  is  not  binding  on 
him,  having  been  obtained  by  fraud.  Even  in  an  action 
for  a  malicious  prosecution,  the  rule  that  the  plaintiff  is 
bound  to  shew  a  termination  in  bis  favour  of  the  pro- 
ceedings of  which  he  complains,  does  not  apply  where 
those  proceedings  are  ex  parte,  and  must  of  necessity 
terminate  unfavourably  to  him  ;  Steward  v.  Gromett  (c). 
In  StoryU  Conflict  of  Laws,  sect.  592,  cap.  15,  p.  986 
(ed.  3),  it  is  laid  down  that  a  judgment  in  rem  against 

(a)  2  Sm.  L.  C,  650  (ed.  5.).  (A)  2  Stn.  L,  C.  G84.  (ed.  5.). 

(r)  7  C.  B.  N.  S.  191. 
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1861.  moTable  property  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Court 
Castbiqus  pronouncing  the  judgment,  and  exercising  a  jurisdiction 
Behebvs.  ^°  ^^*  '*  conclusive.  But  the  author  adds  that  *•  The 
doctrine**  "  is  always  to  be  understood  with  this  limita- 
tion,  that  the  judgment  has  been  obtained  bonfi  fide  and 
without  fraud ;  for  if  fraud  has  intervened,  it  vrill  doubt- 
less avoid  the  force  and  validity  of  the  sentence." 
[  Wightman  J.  In  SmOh  v.  Tamtalt  (a)  an  action  was 
held  to  lie  against  the  defendant  for  conspiring  vrith  one 
fF.  S.  to  procure  the  latter  to  confess  a  judgment  to  a 
person  to  whom  he  owed  nothing,  in  order  to  defeat 
an  execntion  by  the  plaintiff  against  W.  8.  for  rent 
arrear :  and  the  decision  was  affirmed  on  error  to  Par- 
liament. Cromptan  J.  There  the  judgment  eonfessed 
was  not  a  judgment  in  rem.  Wtghtman  J.  referred  to 
Savill  V.  Roberts  (&).]  The  rule  that  the  proceedings 
complained  of  must  be  shewn  to  have  terminated  &Tour- 
ably  to  the  party  complaining  of  them,  if  it  is  to  be 
extended  beyond  the  case  of  an  action  for  malicious 
prosecution,  can  apply  only  where  the  parties  are  the 
same,  and  the  proceedings  are  not  ex  parte ;  its  only 
object  being  to  avoid  the  existence  at  the  same  time  of 
incongruous  judgments  between  the  same  parties  in  a 
matter  twice  litigated  between  them. 

Montague  Smithy  for  the  defendants.  It  appears  from 
the  declaration  that  the  proceedings  in  the  French  Court 
were  in  rem ;  and  it  must  be  assumed,  until  the  contrary 
is  shewn,  that  all  the  proper  parties  had  notice  of  them ; 
for  it  cannot  be  supposed  that  the  Court  would  act  in  a 
manner  contrary  to  natural  justice.     The  presumption 

(a)  Carth,  3.  (b)  Soli,  la 
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omnia  rite  esse  acta  applies;  if  there  was  any  irrega-  1861. 
laritjy  it  lies  upon  the  plaintiff  to  aver  it,  and  to  shew  cabtriqus 
some  ground  for  impeaching  the  judgment.  [Blackburn  bebbens. 
J*  It  may  not  be  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  impeach 
the  judgment.  He  may  say  that  he  has  a  good  cause  of 
action  against  the  defendants  for  wrongfully  and  im- 
properly doing  that  which  has  resulted  in  a  valid  judg- 
ment in  rem  to  his  detriment.]  If  the  judgment  is 
valid,  the  plaintiff  can  have  no  cause  of  action  until  it 
is  reversed ;  his  proper  course  was  to  appeal  against  it 
in  the  regular  course  of  procedure  of  the  Courts  in 
which  the  proceedings  were  brought.  The  leading 
authority  that  a  judgment  in  rem  is,  while  it  stands, 
conclusive  on  all  the  worid,  is  Hughes  v.  Cornelius  (a), 
in  which  the  judgment  of  a  foreign  Admiralty  Court 
adjudging  a  ship  lawful  prize  was  held  conclusive ;  and, 
though  erroneous  in  fact,  binding  on  the  owner,  so  as  to 
prevent  him,  while  it  remained  unreversed,  from  reco- 
vering the  ship  in  this  country.  In  Vanderbergh  v. 
Blake  {b\  which  was  an  action  for  falsely  and  maliciously 
procuring  a  sentence  of  forfeiture  of  the  pluntiflfs'  goods 
as  being  the  goods  of  aliens,  whereas  the  defendant 
knew  the  plaintiflfs  to  be  the  owners  of  the  goods  and  to 
be  denizens.  Lord  Hale  C.  B.  made  some  observations 
very  much  in  point  in  the  present  case.  He  said  :  *^  It 
deserves  consideration  whether  an  action  lies  at  all,  as 
this  case  is,  or  not :  for  here  the  goods  are  condemned 
as  forfeited  by  judgment  of  the  Court ;  and  the  party 
might  have  prevented  that  by  coming  in  before  judg- 
ment upon  proclamation  and  claiming  property ;  and  if 
such  an  action  should  be  allowed,  the  judgment  would 

(a)  2  Show,  232.  {h)  Eard/r.  194. 195. 

TOL.   UI.  3  A  S.   &   B. 
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1861.  be  blowed  off  by  a  ride  wind :  and  so  in  other  acdoni ; 
Ca8tsiqvs~  •s  if  a  man  be  convicted  of  peijniy,  an  action  upon  the 
BxBJsBys.  ^^"^  '*®*  °®^'  thoi^  the  proeecotion  were  malicioas. 
It  has  been  a  great  doobt  in  this  Cooit  whether  an  action 
of  trover  lies  after  snch  a  condemnation,  and  adjudged 
at  last  that  it  does  not  But  if  a  particular  person  had 
come  in,  anddaimed  property,  and  kist  them,  yet  the 
tme  proprietor  might  have  an  action  of  trover,  because 
he  was  no  party  to  the  fermer  suit ;  but  here  upon  a 
condemnation  after  proclamation,  it  is  otherwise.*  In 
Whiiworth  v.  Hall  (a)  it  was  held  that,  in  an  action  for 
malicioody  suing  out  a  commission  of  bankruptcy  against 
the  phuntiff,  it  must  be  averred  and  proved  that  the 
commission  was  superseded  beibre  the  commencement 
of  the  action :  and  that,  if  this  fiict  be  not  proved,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  be  nonsuited,  though  the  fiurt  be  not 
averred  in  the  declaration,  and  though  the  defendant, 
who  might  have  demurred  for  the  omission,  has  not 
done  so;  Lord  Taderden,  C.  J.,  in  giving  judgment, 
saying:  **If  a  commisdon  of  bankrupt  be  sued  out 
without  any  reasonable  or  probable  cause,  we  must 
assume  that  the  Lord  Chancellor  would  supersede  it.* 
In  Steward  v.  Gromett  {b)  the  Court  aflBrmed  the  general 
rule  that  the  plaintiff  must  shew  a  termination  in  his 
fiivour  of  the  proceedings  the  institution  of  which  is  his 
ground  of  complaint ;  but  considered  the  particular  in- 
stance an  exception.  In  Farley  v.  Danks  (e),  whidi  was 
an  action  for  falsely  and  maliciously  procuring  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  adjudged  a  bankrupt,  the  adjudication  was 
annulled  before  action  brought  Revis  v.  Smith  {d) 
in  no  way  supp(»ts  the  plaintiff's    contention.     Cot- 

(fl)  2  A  #  Ad.  695.  (h)  7  C.  B,  S,  S.  191. 

(r)  4  iC  #  A  «3L  (d)  18  C.  B.  126. 
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Unsv.  Cave  (a)  shews  that  it  is  not  actionable  to  have  1861. 
fraadulently  induced  a  third  person  to  bring  a  wrong-  Castbiqus 
ful  action  against  the  plaintiff;  at  all  events,  if  it  Behakns. 
appears  that  that  action  terminated  unfavourably  to 
him.  So,  Cotterell  v.  Jones  {b)  decides  that  no  action 
lies  for  a  conspiracy  falsely  and  maliciously  and  with- 
out any  reasonable  or  probable  cause  to  commence 
and  prosecute  an  action,  in  the  name  of  a  third  per- 
son, against  the  plaintiff,  without  an  allegation  shewing 
that  legal  damage  has  been  sustained  thereby,  Haddan 
▼.  Lott{c)  is  a  further  authority  that  special  damage, 
the  immediate  result  of  the  wrong  complained  oi^  must 
be  averred  in  a  declaration  for  falsely,  maliciously  and 
without  reasonable  and  probable  cause,  procuring  a  third 
person  to  do  the  plaintiff  an  injury.  The  instances 
given  in  Com.  Dig.  Action  upon  the  Case  for  Conspi- 
racy (A) ;  Action  upon  the  Case  for  a  Deceit  (A  4.) ; 
Fitzherbert  De  Nat.  Brev.  tit  Wri^  of  Conspiracy^ 
116  £ ;  shew  that  a  plaintiff  who  complains  that  he  has 
been  injured  by  a  conspiracy  to  set  the  law  in  motion 
against  him  must  shew  either  that  the  proceedings  of 
which  he  complains  were  set  aside  before  writ  brought, 
or  that  they  terminated  in  his  favour.  In  the  last  case 
bearing  on  the  subject.  Barber  v.  Lesiter  {d),  Erh  C.  J. 
says:  ^^The  declaration  is  partly  for  conspiracy  and 
partly  for  overt  acts,  amongst  which  there  might  possibly 
be  some  which  might  indirectly  have  led  to  the  charge 
against  the  plaintiff.  If  the  declaration  did  amount  to  a 
charge  that  the  defendant  did  some  act  which  directly 
caused  the  plaintiff  to  be  prosecuted  for  illicit  distillation, 

(fl)  4tH.^N.  225.  (b)  11  C.  B.  713. 

(c)  1j  C.  B.  411.  (d)  7  a  B.  N.  8.  175. 187. 

3  A  2 
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1861.        it  would  fall  within  the  rale  applicable  to  malicious  pro* 

CisTBiQus     secutionsy  as  chaii^ng  that  the  defeudant  and  8avag€ 

Bkb&uis.     °^^  ^^  exfAse  officer  as  an  hnstrament  in  their  hands 

for  the  prosecution  they  planned ;  and  then,  the  plaintiff 

having  been  convicted,  he  could    not   maintMn  the 


Hollf  in  reply.  A  judgment  in  rem  is  condusive  as 
an  estoppel  only  on  the  point  adjudicated  upon.  In 
the  present  case,  therefore,  the  judgment  of  the  French 
Court  is  conclusive  only  as  to  the  status  of  the  ship^  but 
is  no^bar  to  this  action.  In  2  Taylor  om  Evidence, 
§  1490,  the  author  says :  **  Though  a  judgment  in  rem 
is"  '*  binding  upon  all  the  world  as  to  the  precise  pcMnt 
directly  decided,  and  consequently  the  decision  cannot 
be  impeached  in  the  same  or  another  Court,  by  shewing 
that  the  facts  on  which  it  immediately  rests  are  fidse  ;— 
yet,  when  these  facts  are  themselves  put  directly  in  issue 
in  a  subsequent  suit,  the  judgment  does  not*  **  furnish 
conclusive  evidence  of  their  truth,  however  necessary  it 
may  have  been  for  the  Court  proceeding  in  rem,  to 
have  determined  that  question  before  it  adjudicated 
upon  the  principal  point"  DaJgleish  v.  Hodgson  (a)  and 
Fisher  v.  Ogle  (A)  shew  that  the  ground  upon  which  a 
foreign  judgment  in  rem  proceeded  may  be  contested  in 
an  English  Court  of  law,  if  that  ground  does  not  appear 
clearly  on  the  face  of  the  judgment.  The  authorities 
already  cited  shew,  further,  that  a  judgment  in  rem  may 
be  impeached,  if  it  be  obtained  by  fraud.  In  CotiereU 
V.  Jones  (c)  and  Haddan  v.  Lott  (d)  the  actions  &iled, 

(a)  7  Bing,  495.  (b)  1  Campb.  4ia 

(e)  11  a  B.  713.  (d)  15  C.  B.  411. 


V. 

Behbbns. 
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because  it  was  not  sufficiently  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs        1861. 
had  sustained  legal  damage ;  and  Collins  t.  Cave  (a)  was     casteiquk 
decided  mainly  on  the  ground  that  the  damage  sustained 
was  too  remote  a  consequence  of  the  defendant's  wrong- 
ful act. 

Cur.  adv.  vult. 

Crompton  J.  now  delivered  the  judgment  of  the 
Court.  In  this  case  the  demurrer  to  the  declaration 
raises  a  question  of  some  difficulty.  There  is  no  doubt^ 
on  principle  and  on  the  authorities,  that  an  action  lies 
for  maliciously  and  without  reasonable  and  probable 
cause  setting  the  law  of  this  country  in  motion  to  the 
damage  of  the  plaintiff,  though  not  for  a  mere  con- 
spiracy to  do  so  without  actual  legal  damage ;  Cotterell 
V.  Jones  {b\  Barber  v.  Lesiter  (c).  But  in  such  an  action 
it  is  essential  to  shew  that  the  proceeding  alleged  to  be 
instituted  maliciously  and  without  probable  cause  has 
terminated  in  favour  of  the  plaintiff,  if,  from  its  nature, 
it  be  capable  of  such  a  termination.  The  reason  seems 
to  be  that  if,  in  the  proceeding  complained  of^  the  decision 
was  against  the  plaintiff  and  was  still  unreversed,  it 
would  not  be  consistent  with  the  principle  on  which 
law  is  administered  for  another  Court,  not  being  a  Court 
of  appeal,  to  hold  that  the  decision  was  come  to  without 
reasonable  and  probable  cause.  In  the  present  case  the 
proceedings  were  not  instituted  in  the  Courts  of  this 
country,  but  they  arc  stated  to  be  proceedings  in  rem  in 
the  Courts  of  France.  There  is  no  direct  authority  on 
the  point ;  but  it  seems  to  us  that  the  same  principle 

(a)  4tH.^N.  225.  (ft)  11  C.  B.  713. 

(c)  7  C.  B,  N.  a,  175. 
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1 861 .  which  makes  it  objectionable  to  entertain  a  suit  groonded 
Castbiquk  o^  the  assumption  that  the  unreversed  decision  of  a 
Bkb&johb.  C^"^^  ^"  t^'s  country  was  come  to  without  reasonable 
and  probable  cause,  applies  where  the  judgment,  though 
in  a  foreign  country,  is  one  of  a  Court  of  competent 
jurisdiction,  and  come  to  under  such  circumstances  as 
to  be  binding  in  this  country.  A  judgment  in  rem  is,  as 
a  general  rule,  conclusive  everywhere,  and  on  every 
one;  and  we  do  not  think  that  the  averments  in  the 
declaration  shew  that  this  judgment  in  rem  was  obtained 
under  such  circumstances  as  to  be  impeachable  by  the 
present  plaintiff.  It  is  averred,  and  we  must  on  the 
demurrer  assume  that  it  is  truly  averred,  that  by  the 
law  of  ^ranc^  the  judgment  in  rem  can  only  be  obtained 
if  the  holder  of  the  bill  of  exchange  be  a  French  subject^ 
and  bona  fide  holds  for  value ;  and  we  must  take  it  as 
admitted  on  this  demurrer  that  Trateaux,  the  French 
holder  of  the  bill  of  exchange,  by  the  fraudulent  pro- 
curement of  the  defendants  falsely  represented  to  the 
French  Court  that  he  was  holder  for  value,  when  he 
was  not.  Jt  is  not  necessary  to  say  what  would  be  the 
effect  if  it  were  stated  that,  by  the  contrivance  of  the 
defendants,  the  proceedings  were  such  that  the  plaintiff 
had  no  opportunity  to  appear  in  the  French  Court  and 
dispute  the  allegations.  In  the  present  case  it  is  quite 
consistent  with  the  averments  in  the  declaration  that 
the  plaintiff  had  notice  of  the  proceedings  in  France 
and  purposely  allowed  judgment  to  go  by  default,  or 
even  that  he  appeared  in  the  French  Court,  intervened, 
and  was  heard,  and  that  the  very  question  whether 
Troteaux  was  a  holder  for  value  was  there  decided 
against  him.     We  think,  on  the  principle  laid  down  in 
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Bank  of  Australasia  v.  Nias{a\  that  the  plaintiff  cannot        1861. 

impeach  the  judgment  here  on  such  grounds,  and  that     castbiquk 

whilst  it  stands  unreversed  this  action  cannot  be  main-      behbehs 

tained.    The  declaration  being  thus,  in  our  opinion,  bad, 

and  the  defendants  therefore  entitled  to  our  judgment, 

it  is   unnecessary  to  consider   the   sufficiency  of  the 

pleas. 

Judgment  for  the  defendants. 

(a)  16  Q,  B,  111. 


MEMORANDA. 

In  this  Vacation  a  patent  of  precedence  was  granted 
to  George  Hayes,  Seijeant  at  law,  to  have  place  and 
precedence  at  the  Bar  next  after  Archibald  John 
Siephensy  Esq.,  one  of  Her  Majesty's  Counsel. 

In  the  same  Vacation  the  following  gentlemen  were 
appointed  Queen's  Counsel. 

fVilUam  Dugmore^  Esq.,  of  LincolrCs  Inn, 

William  Anthony  Collins^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn. 

Anthony  Cleasby,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple. 

Henry  Warwick  Cole,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple. 

John  Fraser  Macqueen^  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn. 

Thomas  Chambers,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple. 

Edwin  Plumer  Price,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple. 

Josiah  William  Smith,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn. 

Richard  Baggallay,  Esq.,  of  Lincoln's  Inn. 

Henry  Mills,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple. 

The  Hon.  Adolphus  Frederick  Octavius  Liddell,  of 
the  Inner  Temple. 
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186L  William  BaKol  Brett^  Esq.,  oi  LincoMi  Inn. 

Hemobaiida*       John  Burgeu  Karslake,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple. 
William  Digby  Seymour,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple. 
John  Dvke  Coleridge^  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple. 
The  Hod.  George  Denman^  of  LincoUe  Inn. 
George  MelUsh,  Esq.,  of  the  Inner  Temple. 
And   Thomas  Wheeler,  Esq.,  of  the  Middle  Temple, 
was  called  to  the  degree  of  the  coif.     He  gave  rings 
with  the  motto  '^  Non  sine  hibore.** 


END  OF   UlLARY   VACATION. 
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ACCIDENT. 
^iMfcnice;  Master  and  Servant^  III. 

ACTION. 
Action  in  superior  Courts. 

I.  Pleadings  in.    Pleading. 

II.  Costs  in.    Costs, 

III.  For  fraudulently  causing  plaintiff 
to  counterfeit  unknowingly  a  third 
person's  trade  mark.  Grounds  on 
which  it  lies.  Damages.  637.  Trade 
Mark. 

IV.  For  false  imprisonment.  Liability 
of  Railway  Company  to,  672.  Com' 
pony,  II.  3. 

y.  For  falsely  and  fraudulently  causing 
a  proceeding  to  be  taken  by  a  third 
person  in*a  foreign  Court,  to  damage 
of  plaintiff.  Necessity  for  showing 
termination  of  the  proceeding  in  plain- 
tiff's favour.  Invalidity  of  declara- 
tion which  does  not  do  this,  but  does 
shew  that  the  foreign  Court  pro- 
nounced a  judgment  in  rem  to  plain* 
tiff's  detriment. 

The  principle  that,  in  an  action  for 


maliciously  and  without  reasonable 
and  probable  cause  setting  the  law  of 
this  country  in  motion  to  the  damage 
of  plaintiff,  it  is  essential  to  shew  that 
the  proceeding  alleged  to  be  instituted 
maliciously  and  without  reasonable 
and  probable  cause  has  terminated  in 
favour  of  plaintiff,  if  from  its  nature  it 
be  capable  of  such  a  termination,  ap- 
plies where  an  action  is  brought  for 
falsely  and  fraudulently  causing  a  pro- 
ceeding to  be  taken  in  a  foreign  Court 
to  the  damage  of  plaintiff.  A  declara- 
tion therefore  in  such  an  action,  on  the 
face  of  which  it  appears  that  the  fo- 
reign Court  was  one  of  competent 
jurisdiction  in  the  proceeding,  and 
gave  therein  a  judgment  in  rem  to 
the  damage  of  the  now  plaintiff,  which 
judgment  remains  unreversed;  and 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  now  plain- 
tiff, though  he  was  not  an  original 
party  to  the  proceeding,  might  not 
nave  intervened,  or  did  not  in  fact 
intervene,  and  obtain  a  hearing  there- 
in ;  is  bad  on  demurrer.  Castrique  v. 
Behrens,  709. 


ADMIRALTY. 
Has  not  jurisdiction  to  take  cognizance 
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BANKRUPT  AND  INSOLVENT. 


of  offences  committed  on  sea-shore, 
between  high  and  low  water  mark» 
234.     jMrisdictum,  IL  2. 

ADVERSE  POSSESSION. 
StatuU  of  LUmiiatious. 


AGREEMENT. 


Ow/rocf. 


APPORTIONMENT. 

Between  parishes,  of  expenses  of  ex> 
ecuting  Metropolis  Local  Manage- 
ment Act,  89-  Metropoiis  Local 
Mama^ememi  Act, 

ARREST. 

Extent  of  bankropt's  priTilege  froni, 
before  day  fixed  for  his  final  ex- 
amination. Effect  of  withdrawal  of 
protection.  Validity  of  detainer  of 
bankrupt  originallr  in  custody  under 
invalid  ca.  sa.,  578.  Bambufi  mmd 
luolws/,  IL 

ARTICLES  OF  WAR. 
Under  Mutiny  Act,  1857,  338.    flo&ecf 

CoQMtf,  IL 

ASSISTANT. 

Of  Saddlers'  Company.  Mandamus  to 
Company,  to  restore  to  ofBce  of,  4*2. 
Charter. 

ATTORNEY. 

SummaiT  jniisdictioo  ci  the  Court  a/w^ 
34.    Jmnsdictiom,  1.  1. 

BANK  NOTES. 

Prv^perty  in,  and  payment  by,  halves  oi. 

The  property  in  the  hahnes  of  bank 
nolens  sent  in  paynient  of  a  debt  due 
to  the  receiver  2rc»m  a  third  per^n, 
with  an  intention  on  the  part  of  bi>th 
f»ender  and  receiver  that  the  other 
halves  are  to  follow,  remains  in  the 
sender    until    be  aoMis  the  second 


halves;  the  payment  bdng,  iwtil 
then,  inchoate  and  conditkmaL  It  is 
therefore  open  to  the  sender,  at  any 
time  before  sending  the  second  halves, 
to  disaffirm  the  transactioii  and  re- 
demand  the  first  halves  from  the 
receiver,  who  is  liable  to  an  action 
for  refusing  to  return  them.  SmUk 
T.  Mmmdf,  22. 

BANKRUPT  AND  INSOLVENT. 

I.  Disqualification  of  bankmpl  or  in- 
solvent for  office  of  Assistant  to 
Saddlers'  Company,  42.     Chmrter. 

II.  Privilege  of  bankrupt  fitMn  arrest 
before  final  examination.  Certificate 
of  Commissioner  withdnwing  pro- 
tection. Sut.  12  &  13  Vict.  c.  106. 
«f.  1 1*2.  257-,  Schedule  B  au  Detainer 
by  subsequent  creditor,  of  bankrupt 
taken  under  invalid  ca.  sa.,  when  good 
and  when  not. 

The  examination  of  defendant,  a 
bankrupt,  commenced  on  6th  Nboon- 
6er,  and  was  adjourned  to  3rd  Deceai- 
6er,  1660.  On  29th  Socemher  the 
bankruptcy  Commissioner,  at  the  in- 
stance of  O.,  a  creditor  of  defendant, 
who  had  prared  his  debt,  issued  a 
certificate,  under  Hie  Bankrupt  Law 
Consolidation  Act,  1649,  12  &  13 
Vict.  c.  106.  a.  257.,  Schedule  B  a, 
withdrawing  protection  from  defen- 
dant. O.  sued  out  of  the  Court  of 
Exchequer  a  ca.  sa.  upon  this  certi- 
ficate, under  which  the  sheriff  arrest- 
ed defendant  on  1st  I>eoeai6er.  In 
Jauuaj^  1S61,  defendant  beinj^  still 
in  custody  under  that  ca.  sa., 
the  Commisaoner  granted  plaintiff, 
als<o  a  creditor,  a  similar  certificate, 
under  which  a  ca.  sa.,  sued  out  of 
this  Court,  was  in  the  same  month 
lod^  with  the  sheri^  as  a  detainer 
against  defendant.         * 

Held,  discharginf^  a  rule  calling  on 

plaintiff  to  shew  cause  «'by  defoodant 

should  not  be  discharged  from  custody 

as  to  this  last  ca.  sa^  that  defendant 

was  legally  detained  in  custody  under 

I      it.    That,  assuming  that  stat.  12  k,  13 

I      Vict  c.  lCi6.  s.  112.  gives  a  bankrupt 

I      an  ab^^olote  sutotory  protection  from 

arrest  tiil  the  day  fixed  for  his  final 
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examination,  so  that  the  original 
arrest  of  defendant  was  illegal,  the 
detainer  lodged  by  plaintiff  was  never- 
theless good,  not  having  been  lodged 
until  after  defendant's  privilege  from 
arrest  had  ceased,  lliat  the  principle 
applicable  to  such  cases  is,  that  when- 
ever an  arrest  by  a  detaining  party 
would  have  been  good,  a  detainer  by 
him,  being  equivalent  to  an  arrest, 
will  be  good  also,  unless  it  appears 
that  the  first  arrest  was  a  wrongful 
act  of  the  sheriff  himself,  or  that 
there  was  some  collusion  between  the 
detaining  party  and  the  creditor 
making  the  arrest,  or  between  the 
detaining  party  and  the  sheriff.  JBa/e- 
man  v.  Freston,  578. 

BILL  OF  EXCHANGE. 

Pleas  of  set  off,  how  far  admissible,  and 
how  far  not,  to  declaration  by  accom- 
modation acceptor  of  bill,  after  paying 
amount  to  holder,  against  accommo- 
dation drawer,  for  amount  of  bill  and 
interest,and  costs  of  an  action  brought 
by  holder  against  plaintiff,  321. 
Pleading, 


BILLS  OF  SALE  REGISTRATION 
ACT. 


(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  36.) 


Sect.  1. 


1.  lUght  of  assignee  of  goods  under 
bill  of  sale,  to  twenty  days  from 
date  of  bill  of  sale,  in  which  to  file 
it  or  take  the  goods  out  of  apparent 
possession  of  assignor.  Priority  of 
such  assignee's  title  to  that  of  ex- 
ecution creditor  of  assignor,  seiz- 
ing under  fi.  fa.  within  that  period. 

Stat.  17  &  18  Vict  c.  36.  s,  1.  en- 
acts that  every  bill  of  sale  of  per- 
sonal chattels  shall  be  filed  "  within 
twenty-one  days  after  the  making  or 
giving  of  such  bill  of  sale,"  **  other- 
wise such  bill  of  sale  shall,"  ''as 
against  all  sheriff's  officers  and  other 
persons  seizing  any  property  or  effects 
comprised  in  such  bill  of  sale  in  the 
execution  of  any  process  of  any  Court 
of   law    or    equity  authorizing    the 


seizure  of  the  goods  of  the  person  by 
whom  "  **  such  bill  of  sale  shall  have 
been  made,  and  against  every  person 
on  whose  behalf  such  process  shall 
have  been  issued,  be  null  and  void  to 
all  intents  and  purposes  whatsoever, 
so  far  as  regards  the  property  in  or 
right  to  the  possession  of  any  personal 
chattels  comprised  in  such  bill  of  sale, 
which  at  or  after  the  time  "  "  of  ex- 
ecuting such  process,"  "  and  after  the 
expiration  of  the  said  period  of  twenty- 
one  days,  shall  be  in  the  possession 
or  apparent  possession  of  the  person 
making  such  bill  of  sale." 

Held  that,  under  this  enactment, 
the  assignee  of  goods  assigned  by  a 
bill  of  sale  has  twenty-one  days  from 
the  date  of  the  bill  of  sale,  within 
which  he  may  either  file  the  bill  of 
sale  or  take  the  goods  out  of  the  ap- 
parent possession  of  the  assignor. 
That,  therefore,  the  title  of  such  as- 
signee to  the  goods  is  not  defeated  by 
their  seizure,  while  in  the  apparent 
possession  of  the  assignor  but  before 
the  twenty-one  days  have  expired, 
under  a  fi.  fa.  issued  against  the  goods 
of  the  assignor  by  an  execution  cre- 
ditor.   Marples  v.  Hartley,  610. 

2.  What  is  a  sufficient  description  of 
the  residence  and  occupation  of 
assignor.    Falsa  demonstratio. 

Stat.  17  &  18  Vict,  c,  36.  9.  I.  re- 
quires a  description  of  the  residence 
and  occupation  of  the  person  making 
a  bill  of  sale  of  personal  chattels  to  be 
filed  with  every  such  bill  of  sale ;  in 
order  to  the  validity  of  the  bill  of  sale 
as  against  creditors  of  that  person. 

6.  Sf  H.,  printers  carrying  on  busi- 
ness in  copartnership  in  New  Street, 
Blackfriars,  in  the  city  of  London,  but 
not  sleeping  there,  having  made  a  bill 
of  sale  of  the  partnership  goods,  the 
description  filed  with  the  oill  stated 
that  they  were  printers  and  copartners, 
residing  at  New  Street,  Blackfriars,  in 
the  county  of  Middlesex, 

Held  that  the  description  was  suf- 
ficient, and  the  bill  of  sale  valid  :  for 
that  no  creditor  of  G.  «^  H,  could  have 
been  misled  as  to  their  identity  with 
the  persons  described,  had  the  de- 
scription merely  specified  New  Street, 
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Blackfriars,  as  their  place  of  resi- 
dence; and  that  the  erroneous  ad- 
dition, "  in  the  county  of  Middlesex," 
instead  of  "in  the  city  of  London," 
was  only  falsa  demonstratio. 

Held,  further,  that  New  Street, 
Blackfriars,  was  the  residence  of  6. 
4-  H.  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute.     Hewer  v.  Cox,  428. 


BOROUGH. 
Municipal  CorporationslRtform  Acts. 


BRIDGE. 
Tolls.    1bU,ll. 

BYE  LAW. 

Of  SaddlersXCompany,  disqualifying 
bankrupt  or  insolvent  for  office 
therein.    Validity  of,  42.    Charter. 


CANAL. 

I.  Rateable  value  to  poor  rate  of  canal 
and  adjoining  lanas,  186.  Rate,  I. 
1.  ii. 

IL  Right  of  owner  of  mines  lying  under 
canal  to  work  them,  though  to  injury 
of  canal,  unless  compensated.  Stat. 
16  6.  3.  c.  xzviii. 

A  canal  Act,  16  6.  3.  c.  zxyiii., 
provided  that  no  owner  of  any  mines 
should  carry  on  any  work  for  the  get- 
ting of  coal  or  minerals  within  the 
distance  of  twelve  yards  from  the 
canal,  nor  should  any  coals  or  other 
minerals  be  got  under  any  part  of 
the  canal,  or  the  towing  paths  there- 
unto belonging,  or  under  any  reser- 
voir to  be  made  by  the  canal  Com- 
pany, or  within  or  under  any  land  or 
ground  lying  within  the  distance  of 
twelve  yards  of  either  side  of  the 
canal,  or  of  any  reservoir,  except  as 
thereinafter  mentioned,  without  the 
consent  of  the  Company. 

By  another  clause  it  was  provided, 
that  when  the  owner  of  any  coal  mine 
&c.  lying  under  the  canal  or  reser- 
voirs, or  within  the  distance  therein- 


before limited,  should  be  desirous  of 
working  the  same,  then  such  owner 
should  give  a  written  notice  of  his  in- 
tention to  the  Company  three  calen- 
dar months  before  he  should  begin  to 
work  such  mines  lying  as  aforesaid ; 
and  upon  the  receipt  of  such  notice 
it  should  be  lawful  for  the  Company 
to  inspect  such  mines,  in  order  to  de- 
termine what  coal  or  other  minerali 
might  be  come  at  and  be  actually 
gotten ;  and  if  the  Company  should 
neglect  to  inspect  such  mines  withio 
thirty  days  after  the  receipt  of  such 
notice,  it  should  be  lawful  for  the 
proprietors  of  such  mines,  and  they 
were  thereby  authorized,  to  work 
such  part  of  the  said  mines  as  lay 
under  the  canal  or  reservoirs,  or 
within  the  distance  aforesaid ;  and  if 
upon  inspection  the  Company  should 
refuse  to  permit  the  owners  of  the 
said  mines  to  work  such  part  of  the 
said  mines  lying  as  aforesaid,  or  any 
part  thereof,  as  they  might  have  come 
at  and  actually  gotten,  then  the  Com- 
pany should,  within  three  calendar 
months,  pay  to  the  owners  the  valae 
thereof. 

By  another  clause  it  was  provided, 
that  nothing  in  the  Act  contained 
should  defeat,  prejudice,  or  affect 
the  right  of  any  owner  of  lands  or 
grounds  in,  upon,  or  through  which 
the  canal  &c.  should  be  made,  to  the 
mines  lying  within  or  under  the  laodi 
or  grounds  to  be  set  out  and  made 
use  of  for  such  canal  &c. ;  but  all 
such  mines  were  thereby  reserved  to 
such  owners  respectively;  and  it  iras 
declared  that  it  should  oe  lawful  for 
such  owners,  subject  to  the  condi- 
tions therein  contained,  to  work  all 
such  mines  :  Provided  that  in  work- 
ing such  mines  no  injury  were  done 
to  the  said  navigation. 

The  owner  of  a  coal  mine  gave  the 
statutory  notice  to  the  Company  of 
his  intention  to  work  it  under  and 
within  twelve  yards'  distance  of  one 
of  the  Company*8  reservoirs.  The 
Company  did  not  thereupon  either 
inspect  the  mine,  or  refuse  to  permit 
it  to  be  worked,  or  pay  the  owner  the 
value  of  it. 

Held,  that  the  mine  owner,  after 
the  expiration  of  the  time  limited  by 
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the  Act  for  the  Company  to  take  those 
steps,  was  entitled,  notwithstanding 
the  proviso  to  the  last  mentioned 
clause,  to  work  the  mine  nnder  the 
reservoir  in  the  usual  and  ordinary 
mode;  and  that  no  action  lay  against 
him  hy  the  Company  for  damage 
caused  to  the  reservoir  hy  reason  of 
such  working.  Stourbridge  Naviga- 
tion Company  v.  Earl  of  Dudley^ 
409. 

CERTIORARI. 

When  it  lies,  though  taken  away  hy 
statute,  277*  Nuisances  Removal 
Act,  I. 

CHARTER. 

Of  Saddlers'  Company,  construction 
of.  Validity  of  hye-law  distqualifying 
hankrupt  or  insolvent  from  office  as 
Assistant.  Election  to  corporate  office, 
how  far  invalidated  by  misrepresen- 
tation by  candidate.  Mandamus  to 
restore  to  office. 

The  charter  of  The  Saddlers'  Com- 
pany empowered  the  Wardens,  or 
ICeepers,  and  Assistants  of  the  Com- 
pany to  elect  Assistants  from  the 
Livery ;  such  Assistants  to  take  spe- 
cified oaths  before  admission  to  the 
exercise  of  their  office.  It  made  the 
Assistants  removable  from  office  by 
the  electing  body,  for  ill  govern- 
ment, ill  conduct,  or  any  other  just 
and  reasonable  cause.  It  imposed 
certain  general  restrictions  on  the 
eligibihty  of  the  members  of  the 
Livery  as  Assistants,  and  declared 
that  all  elections  contrary  to  its  di- 
rections and  restrictions  should  be 
void.  It  then  gave  power  to  the 
Wardens  &c.  to  make  such  bye-laws 
as  should  seem  to  them  salutary, 
honourable  and  necessary  for  the 
good  government  of  the  Company,  its 
members  and  officers. 

By  the  usage  of  the  Company,  per- 
sons elected  Assistants  were  eligible 
to  further  offices  in  a  routine  ending 
with  the  office  of  Warden.  The  As- 
sistants did  not  receive  or  take  charge 
of  the  Company's  funds :  but  t£e 
Renter  Warden  (whose  office  was  the 
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tirst  in  order  to  which  an  Assistant 
was  eligible)  did,  being  in  fact  the 
treasurer.  The  Wardens  &c.,  in  1799, 
duly  made  a  bye-law  '*  That  no  per- 
son who  has  been  a  bankrupt  or 
become  otherwise  insolvent,  shall 
hereafter  be  admitted  a  member  of 
the  Court  of  Assistants  of  this  Com- 
pany, unless  it  be  proved  to  the  satis- 
faction of  the  Court  that  such  per- 
son, after  his  bankruptcy  or  insol- 
vency, has  paid  and  satisfied  his  cre- 
ditors the  whole  of  their  debts,  or 
shall  have  established  a  fair  and 
honourable  character  for  seven  years 
subsequent  to  such  his  bankruptcy  or 
insolvency,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Court  or  the  majority  of  them." 

D.,  a  member  of  the  Livery,  but  in 
insolvent  circumstances,  was  elected, 
in  manner  pursuant  to  the  charter, 
an  Assistant  of  the  Company.  After- 
wards, before  he  knew  of  his  election 
and  before  his  admission  to  the  office, 
he  made  a  representation  to  the  clerk 
of  the  Company,  false  to  his  own 
knowledge,  that  he  was  solvent.  He 
was  then  sworn  in  and  admitted,  and 
acted  in  the  office.  Being  afterwards 
adjudged  bankrupt,  and  his  false  re- 
presentation of  his  circumstances 
having  been  communicated  by  the 
clerk  to  the  Wardens  &c.  of  the  Com- 
the  latter,  at  a  meeting  duly 


held,  but  of  which  they  gave  D.,  and 
of  which  he  had,  no  notice,  removed 
him  from  his  office. 

These  facts  having  been  found  by 
special  verdict,  at  the  trial  of  issues 
raised  on  a  mandamus  commanding 
the  Wardens  &c.  of  the  Company  to 
restore  D,  to  the  office:  Held,  that 
D.  was  entitled  to  a  peremptory  man- 
damus, both  on  the  ground  that  the 
bye-law  of  1799  was  bad,  first,  as  im- 
posing an  unreasonable  disqualifica- 
tion on  eligibility  to  the  office ;  and, 
secondly,  as  limiting  the  disqualifica- 
tion imposed  to  admission,  instead  of 
extending  it  to  election,  to  the  office ; 
and  also  on  the  ground  that,  assum- 
ing D.'s  misrepresentation  to  have 
amounted  to  a  corporate  offence, 
which  would  justify  bis  amotion,  he 
could  not  be  removed  without  notice 
and  without  being  heard ;  nor  could 
hit  title  to  the  office  be  tried  by  a 
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proceeding  other  Uun  a  quo  war- 
ranto. 

Jad^nnent  reverted  in  the  Exche- 
quer Chamber;  where  held  that  the 
bye-law  was  good  in  substance ;  for 
that  the  disqualification  of  a  bank- 
mpt  or  insolvent  for  office  in  the 
Company  was  not  unreasonable,  hav- 
ing regard  to  the  natore  and  consti- 
tntion  of  the  Company ;  and  that  the 
disqualification  did  not  vi<^te  the 
charter  by  unduly  restricting  the 
class  from  which  the  Assistants  were 
eligible.  Held,  further,  that  the  bye- 
law  was  good  in  form  ;  for  that,  pro- 
perly construed,  it  invalidated  the  elec- 
tion, no  less  than  the  admission*  of  a 
disqualified  person.  Held  lastly,  that 
granting  that  D.,  if  in  his  office,  could 
not  have  been  removed  unheard  from 
it  for  a  corporsuoffeiice,  the  fKts  that 
he  was  from  the  beginning  disquali- 
fied  by  the  bye-law  for  the  oflice,  and 
that  he  procured  his  admittance  to  it 
by  fraud,  shewed  that  he  never  was 
properlv  in,  and  had  no  right  to  be 
restored  to,  it.  Reyima  v.  Smddiers' 
CiNiyaif,  42. 

CHARTER  PARTY. 

L  Rate  of  freight  psyshle,  where  goods 
are  transshipped  in  the  course  of 
voyage,  and  a  second  charter  puty  is 
made,  stipulating  for  higher  freight 
than  the  first,  282.  Skip  amd  Skippmg, 
III. 

IL  Extent  of  liability  of  agent  for 
foreign  charterer,  entering,  as  such, 
into  charter  party,  495.  Sk^  amd 
Skifpim^,  lY. 

CHURCH   BUILDING  AXD 
PARISHES     FORMATION     ACTS. 

0  &2W.  4.  C.38  ;6&7ViCT.  car.; 

19  &  20  ViCT.  c.  104.) 

1  &  2  IT.  4.  c.  as.  *.  16.;  6^7  Fief. 
c.;37. «.  15,  ir. ;  19  &  -20  llct.  e.  104. 
ss.  II.  14.  Who  to  elect  churchwar- 
dens in  a  district  constituted  under 
sUL  1  &  2  11^.  4.  c.  3S.,  and  in  which 
the  Bishop  has  under  the  Marriages 
Act,  6  &  7  H*  4.  c.  S5.  «.  2d.,  li- 
ceoMd  the  solemnicatioB  of  marriages. 


By  staL  1  &  2  IT.  4.  c  38.  s.  16., 
two  churchwardens  are  to  be  ap- 
pointed for  every  church  or  chapel 
Duilt  under  the  provisions  of  that 
Act ;  one  by  the  incumbent,  and  the 
other  by  the  renters  of  pews. 

The  Marxiages  Act,  6  &  7  IT  4.  e. 
85.  by  sect.  26,  empowers  the  Bishop 
of  a  diocese,  by  license  under  his  hand 
and  seal,  to  authorise  the  solemnisa- 
tion of  marriages  in  a  district  diapel, 
for  persons  residing  within  the  (tis- 
trict.  By  sect.  32  the  Bishop  may, 
with  the  consent  of  the  Archbishop  of 
the  province,  revoke  this  license. 

ScaL  6  &  7  Via.  c  37.  a.  15.  en- 
acts that  when  any  church  or  chapel 
shall  be  built  in  any  district,  and 
consecrated  as  the  church  or  chapel 
of  such  district,  the  district  shaU, 
from  and  after  such  consecration,  be 
and  be  deemed  to  be  a  new  parish  for 
ecclesiastical  purposes.  And,  by  sect. 
17.  in  every  such  case  of  a  district  so 
becoming  a  new  parish,  two  church- 
wardens are  u>  be  chosen  for  it ;  one 
by  the  perpetual  curate  of  the  new 
parish  and  the  other  by  the  resident 
inhabitants  having  a  similar  qualifica- 
tion to  that  which  would  entitle  in- 
habitants to  vote  at  the  election 
of  churchwardens  for  the  principal 
parish. 

Stat.  19  &  20  Fie/,  c.  104^  by  sect 
1 1,  empowers  the  Ecdeaastical  Com- 
missioners, upon  the  application  of 
the  incumbent  of  a  district  church  or 
diapel,  with  the  written  consent  of 
the  Bishop  of  the  dioeese,  to  make  an 
order  under  their  seal,  authorising  the 
publication  of  banns  of  matrimony 
and  the  solemnisation  therein  m 
marriages,  baptisms,  churchings,  and 
burials ;  aiU  the  fees  for  the  perform- 
ance of  which  offices  are  to  be  pay- 
able and  to  be  paid  to  the  incumbent. 
And  by  sect.  14,  wheresoever  or  as  soon 
as  banns  of  matrimony  and  the  so- 
lemnisation of  marriages,  churchings, 
and  baptisms,  are  authorised  to  be 
published  or  performed  in  any  con- 
secrated district  diurdi  or  chapel, 
such  district  not  being  at  the  time  of 
the  passing  of  that  Act  (1856)  a 
aeparata  and  distinct  parish  for  ec- 
clesiastical purposes,  and  the  in- 
cumbent of  which  isy  by  such  autho- 
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rity,  tntitled  for  his  own  benefit  to 
the  entire  fees  for  the  performance 
of  such  offices,  without  any  reserva- 
tions thereout,  such  district  shall 
become  and  be  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct parish  for  ecclesiastical  pur- 
poses, such  as  is  contemplated  by 
Stat.  6  &  7  Vict,  c,  37-  *.  15. ;  the 
church  of  the  district  shall  be  the 
church  of  such  parish ;  and  all  the 
provisions  of  stat.  ^  ^7  VicL  c.  37., 
relative  to  new  parishes,  upon  their 
becoming  such,  and  to  the  matters 
and  things  consequent  thereon,  shall 
extend  and  apply  to  the  |pid  parish 
and  church  as  fully  and  effectually 
as  if  it  had  become  a  new  parish  un- 
der the  provisions  of  that  Act. 

The  church  of  C.  was  built,  and 
had  a  district  assigned  to  it,  under 
Stat.  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  38.  In  the  year 
1840  the  Bishop  of  the  diocese 
granted,  under  stat.  6  &  7  H^.  4.  c. 
85.  8.  26.,  his  license  for  the  publica- 
tion of  banns  and  the  solemnization 
of  marriages  in  the  church,  and  for 
taking  the  same  fees  in  respect  thereof 
as  were  taken  in  the  mother  church  by 
the  minister  and  incumbent  thereof 
for  the  time  being ;  to  which  the  fees 
for  churchings,  baptisms  and  burials 
were  afterwards  added.  From  the 
consecration  of  the  church  down  to 
the  issuing  of  the  writ  of  mandamus 
in  the  present  case,  two  church- 
wardens were  chosen  for  the  church 
in  the  manner  directed  by  stat  1  &  2 
W,  4.  c.  38.  8.  16. ;  one  by  the  in- 
cumbent, and  the  other  by  the  pew 
renters. 

Upon  demurrer  to  the  return  to  a 
mandamus  to  the  incumbent  of  the 
district  to  convene  a  meeting  of  the 
inhabitants  to  elect  a  churchwarden, 
the  return  alleging  that  the  incum- 
bent and  the  pew  renters  had  the 
privilege  of  electing  the  church- 
wardens and  that  stats.  Q  ^7  Vict,  c. 
37.  8,  16.  and  19  &  20  Vict,  c,  104.  *. 
14.  were  inapplicable:  Held,  that  the 
return  was  good.  That  the  autho- 
rity contemplated  by  stat.  19  &  20 
Vict,  c.  104.  8,  14.  was  not  a  re- 
vocable  license  by  the  Bishop,  but 
an  authority  under  an  order  of  the 
Commissioners  under  sect.  1 1  of  that 
Act;  and  that  therefore  the  district 


was  not  brought  within  the  operation 
of  stat.  19  &  20  Vict,  c,  104.  8,  14. 

Semble,  that  stat.  6  &  7  Vict.  c.  37. 
8.  1 5.  is  inapphcable  to  •the  case  of  a 
district  constituted,  not  under  that 
Act,  but  under  stat.  I  &  2  fT.  4.  c. 
38.,  with  a  license  by  the  Bishop  un « 
der  stat.  6  &  7  ^.  4.  c.  85.  Retina 
v.  Perry,  640. 

CHURCHWARDENS. 

Election  of,  in  districts  formed  out  of 
parishes,  640.  Church  Building  and 
Pari8h€8  Formation  Act8. 

COMMON    LAW    PROCEDURE 
ACT,  1854. 

(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  125.) 

Sect.  58.  Extent  of  jurisdiction  of  Court 
or  Judge,  in  making  order  for  inspec- 
tion of  real  property. 

The  Common  Law  Procedure  Act, 
1854, 17  &  18  Vict,  c.  125.  8.  58.,  en- 
acts that  "either  party"  to  an  action 
'*  shall  be  at  liberty  to  apply  to  the 
Court  or  a  Judge  for  a  rule  or  order  for 
the  inspection  by  the  jury,  or  by  him- 
self, or  by  his  witnesses,  of  any  real 
or  personal  property  the  inspection  of 
which  may  be  material  to  the  proper 
determination  of  the  question  in  dis- 
pute ;  and  it  shall  be  lawful  for  the 
Court,  or  a  Judge,  if  they  or  he  think 
fit,  to  make  such  rule  or  order,  upon 
such  terms  as  to  costs  and  otherwise 
as  such  Court  or  Judge  may  direct.'* 

Held,  that  this  section  gives,  as 
ancillary  to  the  power  to  order  in- 
spection, the  same  power  to  order  the 
removal  of  obstructions,  with  a  view 
to  inspection,  which  is  exercised  by 
the  Courts  of  eauity  as  ancillary  to 
their  power  of  ordering  inspection. 

Plaintiff  and  defendants  were  ad- 
jacent mine  owners.  Plaintiff  having 
reason  to  believe  that  defendants  had 
encroached  upon  his  mine,  obtained 
permission  from  them  to  make  an 
inspection  of  their  mine,  when  he 
found  a  recently  erected  wall  at  the 
boundary  between  the  two  mines, 
which  prevented  him  from  ascertain- 
ing   whether   defendants    had    en- 
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croached  apon  his  mine  or  not.    Ap- 
plication by  bim  to    defendants  for 
permission  to  take  down  a  portion  of 
tbis  wall  in«order  to  complete  tbe  in- 
spection baying  been  refused,  plaintiff 
applied  to  a  Judge  at  Cbambers,  under 
the  above  section,  for  an  order  for  in- 
spection.    Tbe  Judge,  upon  being 
satisfied  tbat  a  portion  of  defendants' 
wall  could  be  safely  removed,  and  an 
inspection  bebind  it   made   witbout 
danger  to  life,  and  witb  no  furtber 
detriment  to  defendants  tban  a  tem- 
porary suspension    of  tbeir    works, 
made  an  order  that  plaintiff  sbould 
inspect  defendants'  mine  at  and  be- 
hind tbe  wall,  and    sbould    be    at 
liberty,  so  far  as  was  necessary  for 
tbe  purpose  of  tbe  inspection,  to  make 
a  driftway  through  tne  wall ;  before 
making    the    inspection    giving  se- 
curity   to    tbe  satisfaction    of    the 
master  to  tbe  extent  of  500/.,  or  de- 
positing that  sum  witb  the  master,  to 
abide  any  order   the    Court    might 
make  as  to  indemnifying  defendants 
from  any  loss  or  damage  they  might 
sustain  in  consequence  of  the  inspec- 
tion. 

Held,  refusing  a  motion  on  behalf 
of  defendanU  for  a  rule  falling  on 
plaintiff  to  shew  cause  why  tbis  order 
should  not  be  set  aside,  tbat  the  order 
was  good,  and  not  in  excess  of  tbe 
Judge's  jurisdiction  under  the  statute. 
Bennett  v.  QHffit/u,  467. 

COMPANY. 

L  Empowered  by  statute  to  take  tolls 
in  return  for  a  public  service,  when 
not  bound  to  exact  uniform  toll  from 
all  persons,  365.  Toll,  II. 

n.  Railway. 

1.  Deductions  allowable  to,  from  rate- 
able value  of  line  to  poor  rate,  392. 
Rate,  L  1.  iv. 

2.  Rateable  value  to  poor  rate  of  rail- 
way station  used  by  two  Companies ^ 
450.    Rate,L\.Y. 

3.  Liability  of,  to  action  for  false  im- 

Srisonment.  What  sufficient  evi- 
enceof  authority  by,  to  their  offi- 
cers, to  arrest  passenger  for  travel- 
ling without  having  paid  his  fare. 


COMPANY. 

Railways  Clauses  Act,  1846,8  Viet. 
c.  20.  S9.  103.  104. 
A  railway  Company,  though  it  be  a 
corporation,  is  liable  in  an  action  for 
false  imprisonment,  if  that  imprison- 
ment be  committed  by  ite  authority. 
Such  authority  need  not  be  under 
seal;  but  it  lies  upon  tbe  plaintiff  to 
give  evidence  justifying  tbe  jury  in 
finding  that  the  persons  actually  im- 
prisoning  bim,  or  some  of  them,  bad 
authority  from  the  Company  to  do  ao. 
The  Railways  Clauses  Act,  1845,  8 
Vict.  c.  20.,  by  sects.  103. 104,  imposes 
a  penaltyK>n  any  person  travelling  on  a 
railway  witbout  having  paid  his  fare, 
witb  intent  to  avoid  payment  thereof; 
and  empowers  all  officers  and  servanta 
on  behalf  of  the  Company  to  appre- 
hend such  person  until  he  can  con- 
veniently be  taken  before  a  justice. 

Held  that,  inasmuch  as  tbe  exigency 
of  deciding  whether  or  not  a  particular 
passenger  shall  be  arrested  by  a  rail- 
way Company's  servants  under  this 
statute  must  oe  naturally  expected  to 
arise  frequently  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  the  Uompany's  business, 
and  is  of  such  a  nature  tbat  tbe  de- 
cision must  be  made  promptly  on 
the  Company's  behalf,  it  is  a  reason- 
able inference  that  the  Company  have 
on  tbe  spot,  at  their  stations,  officers 
witb  authority  to  make  the  decision 
promptly  for  them. 

In  an  action  against  a  railway  Com- 
pany for  tbe  false  imprisonment  of 
plaintiffon  an  unfounded  charge  under 
tbe  statute,  the  evidence  for  plaintiff 
showed  tbat  be,  having  travelled  on 
defendants'  line  with  a  return  ticket 
from  L.  to  IV.  and  back,  at  the  end  of 
tbe  return  journey  gave  up  to  de- 
fendanta'  ticket  collector  at  the  L. 
station  the  return  half  of  another 
ticket  which  had  then  expired,  and 
which  be  bad  put  in  bis  pocket  bymis- 
take  for  tbe  right  one.  The  .ticket  col- 
lector thereupon  took  him  to  tbe  ticket 
office,  where  he  explained  tbe  mistake. 
Thence  tbe  collector  took  him  to 
defendanta'  paid  inspector  of  police  at 
tbe  station,  and  the  collector  and  in- 
spector thence  took  him  to  tbe  office, 
also  at  tbe  station,  of  the  superinten- 
dent of  the  line,  who,  refusing  to  ac- 
cept plaintiff's  explanation,  said  to  the 
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inspector,  "  I  think  you  had  better 
take  him,  but  first  you  had  better  ob- 
tain the  concurrence  of  the  secretary." 
The  inspector  thereupon  left,  but  re- 
turned shortly  afterwards  (whether 
or  not  having  obtained  the  secretary's 
concurrence  did  not  appear),  when  he 
directed  a  police  constable,  also  in 
defendants*  pay,  to  take  plaintiff  he- 
fore  a  magistrate  on  the  charge.  The 
constable  did  so,  and  the  magistrate, 
plaintiff's  story  proving  true,  dis- 
missed the  comolaint.  Held,  that  the 
conduct  of  all  defendants'  other  offi- 
cers, in  referring  to  the  superinten- 
dent of  the  line  as  the  superior  autho- 
rity, was  sufficient  evidence  to  go  to 
the  jury  that  he  was  an  officer  having 
authority  to  act  for  defendants  in 
arresting  plaintiff.  Goff  v.  Great 
Northern  Railway  Company ^  672. 

III.  City.  Construction  of  charter  and 
bye-law  of,  42.     Charter. 

CONTRACT. 

I.  For  partnership  in  freight.  Liability 
of  one  partner  to  the  other  for  demur- 
rage, 203.     Ship  and  Shipping,  II. 

II.  Admissibility  of  parol  evidence  to 
explain  written,  306.    Evidence^  I.  3. 


CONVICTION. 

For  gaming.     Liability  of  innkeeper  to, 
1.     Gaming. 


CORONER. 

What  inquests  he  may  not  hold. 

1.  Inquest  on  cause  of  a  fire  by  which 
no  death  is  occasioned.  Prohibition 
lies  to  a  criminal  Court. 

A  coroner  has  no  ex  officio  jurisdic- 
tion, at  common  law,  to  hold  any 
other  inquest  than  one  on  a  dead 
body,  super  visum  corporis.  He  can- 
not, therefore,  hold  an  inquest  to  in- 
quire into  the  origin  of  a  fire  by  which 
no  death  has  been  occasioned. 

Prohibition  lies  to  a  Court  of  criminal, 
no  less  than  to  one  of  civil,  jurisdic- 
tion.    Reyina  v.  Herford^  115. 
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2.  Second  inquest,  mere  motn,  on 
a  body  on  which  inquest  has  been 
already  held  super  visum  corporis, 
and  verdict  recorded.   • 

A  coroner  has  no  power,  after  hold- 
ing an  inquest  super  visum  corporis 
and  recording  the  verdict,  to  bold  a 
second  like  inquest,  mero  motu,  on 
the  same  body ;  the  first  not  having 
been  quashed,  and  no  writ  of  melius 
inquirendum  having  been  awarded. 
Regina  v.  fVhite;  137. 

CORRUPT  PRACTICES  AT 
ELECTIONS  ACT. 

(1 5  &  16  Vict.  c.  67.) 

Evidence,  I.  1.  ii. 

COSTS. 

I.  Right  of  defendant  to,  where  plain- 
tiff is  nonsuited.  Stat.  4  Joc.  1. 
c.  Z.  8.  2.  Nonsuit  of  mortgagee 
of  turnpike  tolls,  in  ejectment 
by  him  to  recover  the  toll-gates. 
St.t.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  88.  48,  74.  Ef- 
fect, on  defendants'  right  to  costs,  of 
defence  by  one  of  them  as  landlord, 
quk  turnpike  trustee. 

Stat.  4  Jac.  1.  c.  3.  8.  2.  enacts, 
that  **  In  any  action  "  **  of  trespass  or 
ejectione  firmse,  or  any  other  action 
whatsoever,  wherein  the  plaintiff" 
'^  might  have  costs  (if  in  case  judg- 
ment should  be  given  for  bira),"  if 
*'  the  plaintiff"  **  after  appearance  of 
the  defendant'*  "be  nonsuited,"  "the 
defendant "  "  shall  have  judgment  to 
recover  his  costs  against  every  such 
plaintiff." 

The  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4. 
c.  126.,  by  sect.  48  imposes  a  penalty 
upon  a  mortgagee  of  tolls  who  shall  . 
keep  possession  of  the  toll-gates  and 
receive  the  tolls,  after  he  has  been 
satisfied  the  mortgage  debt,  with  in- 
terest and  costs.  Sect.  74  directs 
that  some  one  of  the  trustees  of  a 
turnpike  road,  or  the  clerk  to  such 
trustees,  may  be  sued  instead  of  the 
trustees ;  with  a  proviso  that  every 
such  defendant  shall  be  reimbursed, 
out  of  the  turnpike  funds,  all  such 
costs,  charges  and  expenses  as  he 
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shall  be  put  to  or  become  cbarf^eable 
with  or  liable  to,  by  reason  of  bis 
bein^  so  made  defendant. 

Plaintiff,  executor  of  a  mortgagee 
of  turnpike  tolls,  brought  ejectment 
to  recover  the  toll-gates ;  making  the 
keepers  of  the  toll-gates  defendants 
to  the  writ.  J.,  a  trustee  of  the  road, 
thereupon  obtained  leave  to  defend  as 
landlord.  Plaintiff  was  nonsuited, 
and  defendants  signed  judgment  for 
their  costs,  and  took  plsuntiff  in  exe- 
cution on  a  ca.  sa. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  obtained 
by  plaintiff  to  set  aside  the  judgment 
and  execution,  that  defendants  were 
entitled  to  their  costs.  That,  assum- 
ing that  Stat.  4  Jac.  I.  e.  3.  tt.  2.  makes 
it  a  condition  to  a  defendant's  right 
to  costs,  when  the  plaintiff  is  non- 
suited, that  the  plaintiff,  if  successful, 
would,  in  the  particular  action,  have 
been  entitled  to  costs,  the  case  was 
within  the  statute ;  sect.  48  of  stat. 
3  G.  4.  c.  126.,  implying  that  plaintiff, 
if  successful,  would  have  recovered 
his  costs,  even  if  J,  would,  by  sect.  74, 
have  been  exempted  from  personal 
liability  to  pay  them ;  and,  J.*s  co- 
defendants  not  being,  in  any  view  of 
the  case,  exempt  from  such  liability. 

Qfueret  whether  stat.  4  Jac.  1.  c.  3. 
9, 2.  does  not  give  costs  to  defendants, 
where  plaintiffs  are  nonsuited,  in  all 
actions  in  which,  in  general,  success- 
ful plaintiffs  would  be  entitled  to 
costs. 

Qiuere,  also,  whether,  had  plaintiff 
succeeded,  J.  would  have  been  ex- 
empted, by  Stat.  3  G.  4.  c.  126.  s,  74. 
from  personal  liability  to  pay  plain- 
tiff's costs.     Cobbett  v.  Wheeler,  368. 

II.  Of  Chancery  suit  by  third  person 
against  plaintiff,  in  consequence  of 
fraud  on  plaintiff  by  defendant ;  re- 
coverable in  action  for  such  fraud; 
537.     Trade  Mark. 

COUNTY. 

Sea  shore,  how  far  part  of,  234.  Juris- 
diction, II.  2. 

COUNTY  RATE. 

Obligation  of  all  persons  to  give  evi- 


dence before  committee  of  justices 
appointed  to  prepare  basis  for.  Stat 
15  &  16  Viet.  c.  81.  ss.  2.  7.  8.;  ^01. 
Statute,  Construction  of. 

COURT  MARTIAL. 

Place  of  custody  of  offender  sentenced 
by,  in  India,  how  changed,  338.  Ha- 
beas Corpus,  II. 

DAMAGES. 

In  action  for  fraudulently  procuring 
plaintiff  unknowingly  to  counterfeit 
a  third  person's  trade  mark,  537. 
Trade  Mark. 

DEMURRAGE. 

Liability  to,  of  shipper  of  goods,  to 
person  with  whom  ne  has  contracted 
for  partnership  in  freight,  203.  Ship 
and  Shipping,  IL 

DETAINER. 

Of  debtor  originally  arrested  under  in- 
valid ca.  sa.,  578.  Bankn^t  and  h- 
solvent,  II. 

DISTRESS. 

I.  For  rent.    Landlord  and  Tenant,  2. 

II.  For  rate.    Rate,  I.  2. 

DOCUMENTS. 

I.  Inspection  of,  602.     Practice,  II. 

II.  Documentary  evidence.  Evidence, 
Ll. 

EJECTMENT. 

Costs  where  plaintiff  is  nonsuited  in, 
358.     Costs,  I. 

ELECTION. 

I.  Of  Member  of  Parliament  Evi- 
dence at  inquiry  into  corrupt  prac- 
tices at,  658.    Evidence,  I.  1.  ii. 

II.  Of  aldermen  in  boroughs.  Suffi- 
ciency of  voting  papers,  634.  ifiiai- 
cipal  Corporations  Rrform  Acts,  II. 


EVIDENCE. 
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III.  Of  churchwardens,  in  districts 
formed  out  of  parishes,  640.  Church 
Building  and  Parishes  Formation  Acts, 

IV.  To  corporate  office,  how  far  invali- 
dated by  misrepresenution  by  candi- 
date elected,  42.     Charter. 

ENCROACHMENT. 

Proceedings  before  justices  to  recover 
possession  of,  under  Inclosure  Acts, 
7.    Inclosure  Acts. 

EVIDENCE.  • 

I.  Admissibility  of. 

1.  Documentary. 

i.  Of  registration  of  British  ship  under 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854, 178. 
Merchant  Shipping  Act,  1854. 

ii.  Document  referred  to  by  witness 
when  under  examination  by  Com- 
missioners appointed  under  Cor- 
rupt Practices  at  Elections  Act, 
15  dc  16  Vict.  c.  57-  as  then  exist- 
ing. Its  admissibility  against  him 
in  subsequent  proceedings.  Secon- 
dary evidence  of  document  privi- 
leged from  production.  (FerHt//J.) 

The  Corrupt  Practices  at  Elections 
Act,  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  57.  s.  8.,  re- 
quires all  persons  summoned  to  give 
evidence  before  Commissioners  ap- 
pointed to  inquire  into  such  prac- 
tices to  attend  the  Commissioners 
and  answer  all  questions  put  by  them, 
and  produce  all  books  and  documents 
bearing  on  the  inquiry.  "  Provided 
always,  that  no  statement  made  by 
any  person  in  answer  to  any  question 
put  by  such  Commissioner  shall,  ex- 
cept in  cases  of  indictment  for  per- 
jury committed  in  such  answers,  be 
admissible  in  evidence  in  anyproceed- 
ing,  civil  or  criminal." 

Held  that,  notwithstanding  this 
proviso,  a  document  already  in  exist- 
ence before  the  time  at  whiclka  wit- 
ness is  examined  before  the  Commis- 
sioners, and  referred  to  by  him  in  the 
course  of  that  examination,  is  admis- 
sible in  evidence  against  him  in  sub- 
sequent proceedings,  other  than  the 
3  B  2 


specified  indictment  for  perjury,  if  it 
be  otherwise  admissible,  and  be 
proved  by  independent  evidence  ali- 
unde. 

Per  HiU  J.  Assuming  that  such  a 
document,  if  communicated  by  the 
witness  to  the  Commissioners  under 
compulsion,  is  privileged  from  pro- 
duction in  the  subsequent  proceed- 
ings, independent  secondary  evidence 
of  its  contents  is  then  admissible. 
Regina  v.  Leatham,  658. 

2.  Secondary. 

Of  document  privileged  from  pro- 
duction  (per  Hill  J.),  658.  Evi- 
dence, I.  1.  ii. 

3.  Oral. 

Of  usage  of  trade  or  business,  to  ex- 
plain term  of  art  in  written  con- 
tract. 

Plaintiff,  a  builder,  by  deed  con- 
tracted with  defendants  to  build  for 
them  a  house  and  premises  for  a  cer- 
tain sum.  The  deed  provided  that 
"  no  alterations  or  additions  shall  be 
admitted  unless  directed  by  the  archi- 
tect of"  defendants  'Mn  writing  under 
his  hand,  and  a  weekly  account  of 
the  work  done  thereunder  shall  be 
delivered  to  the  said  architect  or  the 
clerk  of  the  works  on  every  Monday 
next  ensuing  the  performance  of  such 
work ;  and  the  delivery  of  such  ac- 
count shall  be  a  condition  precedent 
to  the  right  of"  plaintiff"  to  recover 
payment  for  any  such  addition  or  al- 
teration." 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff*  to  recover 
the  balance  due  under  the  contract, 
the  claim  including  charges  for  addi- 
tions and  alterations:  Held,  first, 
that  parol  evidence  was  admissible 
for  plaintiff  to  explain  that  the  ex- 
pression "  weekly  account  "  was  a 
term  of  art  well  known  in  the  build- 
ing trade,  and  meant,  by  the  usage  of 
the  trade,  an  account  of  the  day  work 
expended  in  each  week  on  the  addi- 
tions and  alterations,  and  the  mate- 
rials used  in  such  day  work.  Se- 
condly, that  mere  sketches  of  the 
manner  in  which  the  extra  work  was 
to  be  done,  prepared  and  furnished  to 
plaintiff*  by  defendants'  architect,  but 
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not  mijrned  by  him,  were  not  directtons 
in  writinf^  under  ^e  hand  of  the  ar- 
chitect, within  the  meaninf?  of  the 
contract.    Myers  ▼.  Sitrl,  306. 

IL  Obli^tion  of  all  persons  to  gire 
evidence  before  committee  of  justices 
appointed  to  prepare  basis  for  county 
rate;  sUL  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  81.  ss.  2. 
7-  8. ;  501.     Statute^  Constructiom  qf. 

IIL  What  sufficient  evidence  of  au- 
thority from  railway  company  to  ser- 
vant, to  arrest  passenger  for  travelling 
without  having  paid  fare,  672.  Com- 
pany, IL  3. 

FALSA  DEMONSTRATIO. 
BilU  of  Sale  Begistratum  Act,  2. 

FIRE. 

Coroner,  when  has  not  jurisdiction  to 
hold  inquest  respecung  cause  of,  115. 
Coroner,  I. 

FOREIGN  JUDGMENT. 

In  rem.  Its  conclusiveness,  till  re- 
versed, 708.    Action,  V. 


FRAUD. 


Trade  Mark. 


FREIGHT. 
Ship  and  Shipping,  II.  IIL 

FRIENDLY  SOCIETIES  ACTS. 
(10  G.  4.  c.  56. ;  18  &  19  ViCT.  c.  63.) 

What  disputes  between  a  society  and 
its  members  may  be  sued  upon,  and 
what  must  be  settled  by  justices  or 
by  arbitration.  10  G.  4.  c.  56.*.  27- ; 
18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.  ss.  1.  40. 

The  Friendly  Societies  Act,  10  6.4. 
c.  56.,  enacts,  by  sect.  27, "  that  provi- 
sion shall  be  made  by  one  or  more  of 
the  rules  of  every  such  society,*  "  spe- 
cifying whether  a  reference  of  every 
matter  in  di(»pute  between  any  such 


society,  or  any  person  meting  under 
them,  and  any  individual  member 
thereof,  or  person  claiming  on  ac- 
count of  any  member,  shall  be  made 
to  "  **  justices  of  the  peace,"  ••  or  to 
arbitrators."  The  subsequent  Act,  18 
&  19  Vict.  c.  63^  which  by  sect.  1  re- 
peals the  former, "  save  and  except  as 
to  any  offences  committed,  or  penal- 
ties or  liabilities  incurred,  or  bond  or 
security  given,  or  proceedings  taken 
under  the  same,  before  the  com- 
mencement of  **  the  repealing  Act,  by 
sect.  40  enacts,  **  that  every  dispute 
between  any  member  or  members  of 
any  societf  established  under  this  Act 
or  any  of  the  AcU  hereby  repealed, 
or  any  person  cluming  through  or 
under  a  member,  or  under  the  rules 
of  such  society,  and  the  trustee,  trea- 
surer, or  other  officer,  or  the  com- 
mittee thereof,  shall  he  decided  in 
manner  directed  by  the  rules  of  such 
society,  and  the  decision  so  made 
shall  be  binding  and  conclusive  on 
all  parties,  without  appeal.* 

The  rules  of  a  friendly  society 
formed  under  stat.  10  G.  4.  c.  56. 
provided  that  if  any  dispute  should 
arise  as  to  the  legality  or  payment  of 
any  fine,  money,  or  allowance,  or  as 
to  the  disqualification  of  any  member 
at  the  time  of  his  admission,  or  be* 
tween  any  officer  and  member,  it 
should  be  referred  to  the  decision  of 
the  committee  of  the  society,  from 
whom  there  should  be  an  appeal  to 
justices. 

Before  July,  1855,  when  stat.  18  & 
19  Vict,c.  63.  came  into  operation,  de- 
fendant, the  treasurer  of  this  society, 
received,  as  such,  certain  moneys, 
the  balance  of  which  he  failed  to  pay 
over  to  plaintiflfs,  the  society's  trus- 
tees, and  to  recover  which  plaintiffs 
after  that  date  brought  this  action. 

Held  that,  whether  the  case  was 
governed  by  stat.  10  G.  4.  e,  56.  or 
by  stat.  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  63.,  the  action 
lay :  for  that  the  plaintiffs'  claim  was 
not  a  dispute  between  the  society  and 
the  defendant  in  his  capacity  as  an 
individual  member  of  it,  which  dis- 
putes alone  were  required  by  either 
statute  to  be  dealt  with  under  the 
society's  rules,  and  otherwise  than  by 
action. 


GAME  ACT. 

Held,  by  HiU  J.,  that  stat.  18  &  19 
Vici.  c.  63.  governed  the  case.  Sinden 
V.  Banks,  623. 


GAME  ACT. 

(1  &  2  W.  4.  C.  32.) 

Sect.  4.  Penalty  is  incnrred  by  licensed 
dealer  in  game,  who  sells  live  birds  of 
game  at  prohibited  time. 

Stat.  1  &  2  fT.  4.  c.  32.  *.  4.  im- 
poses a  penalty  upon  any  licensed 
.dealer  in  game  who  buys,  sells,  or 
knowingly  has  in  his  possession  or 
control,  any  bird  of  game  after  the 
expiration  of  ten  days  from  the  re- 
spective days  in  each  year  on  which 
it  shall  become  unlawful  to  kill  or 
take  such  birds  of  game  respectively: 
and  upon  any  person  not  licensed  to 
deal  in  game,  who  buys  or  sells  any 
bird  of  game  after  the  expiration  of 
the  same  period,  or  who  knowingly 
has  in  his  possession  or  control  any 
bird  of  game  (except  birds  of  game 
kept  in  a  mew  or  breeding  place) 
after  the  expiration  of  forty  days  from 
the  respective  days  on  which  the 
season  for  lawfully  killing  such  birds 
ends. 

Held,  that  throughout  this  section 
the  words  '*  birds  of  game  "  include 
live  birds ;  and  that  a  licensed  dealer 
in  game  incurs  the  penalty  by  selling 
such  birds  after  the  expiration  of  the 
ten  days  specified  by  the  statute. 
Loome  v.  BaUy,  444. 

GAMING. 

Stat.  9  O.  4.  c  61.  s,  21.  and  Sched.  C. 
What  amounts  to  gaming  by  an  inn- 
keeper. 

Stat.  9  G.  4.  c.  61.  s,  21.  imposes 
penalties  upon  an  innkeeper  for 
offences  against  the  tenor  ot  his  li- 
cense. The  form  of  license  is  given 
in  Schedule  C.  of  the  Act,  and  con- 
tains a  proviso  that  the  innkeeper 
shall  "  not  knowingly  suffer  any  un- 
lawful games  or  any  gaming  whatso- 
ever" in  the  licensed  house  and  pre- 
mises. 

Held,  ihat  an  innkeeper  was  liable 
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to  conviction,  under  sect.  21,  for 
plajring  cards  for  money  with  private 
friends  of  his  own  in  his  own  pri- 
vate room  in  the  inn.  Patten  v. 
Rhymer,  1. 

HABEAS  CORPUS. 

I.  Father  of  female  child  under  age  of 
sixteen  is  entitled  to  her  custody, 
apart  from  her  consent. 

As  a  general  rule,  the  father  of  a 
female  child  under  the  age  of  sixteen 
is  legally  entitled  to  her  custody;  and 
she  is  not  of  an  age  to  exercise  a  dis- 
cretion to  withdraw  herself  there- 
from. Persons  detaining  such  a  child 
from  her  father's  protection,  though 
with  her  consent,  will  therefore  be 
-  ordered  by  this  Court,  on  proceedings 
by  habeas  corpus,  to  give  her  up  to 
her  father.    Regina  v.  Howes,  332. 

II.  Offender  convicted  in  India  by 
Court-martial,  and  removed  thence 
to  English  prison  to  undergo  sentence, 
when  cannot  be  detained  in  England, 
Mutiny  Act,  1857,  ss.  1,  38,  40,  41. 
Articles  of  War.  Proper  prison  for 
such  offender.  Change  of  his  place  of 
custodv  how  far  lawful,  and  how  may 
be  maae. 

By  the  131st  of  the  Articles  of  War 
drawn  up  in  pursuance  of  The  Mutiuy 
Act  for  1857,  20  Vict.  c.  13.  *.  1., 
jurisdiction  was  conferred  on  gene- 
ral Courta-martial  in  India  to  try  and 
sentence  certain  military  offenders 
accused  there  of  civil  offences.  By 
sect.  38  of  that  Act,  the  place  of  im- 
prisonment under  the  sentences  of 
general  Courta-martial  is  to  be  ap- 
pointed by  the  officer  commanding 
the  district.  By  sect.  40,  every 
governor  or  keeper  of  any  public 
prison  in  any  part  of  Her  Majesty *8 
dominions  is  required  to  receive  into 
and  keep  in  his  custody  anjr  military 
offender  under  sentence  of  imprison- 
ment by  a  Court-martial,  upon  deli- 
very to  him  of  an  order  in  writing  in 
that  behalf  from  the  officer  com- 
manding the  regiment  to  which  the 
offender  belongs,  containing  certain 
specified  particulars.  By  sect.  41,  in 
the  case  of  a  prisoner   undergoing 
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iiDjprisoninent  under  the  sentence  of 
a  Court-martial  in  any  public  prison 
other  than  the  military  prisons  set 
apart  by  the  authori^  of  the  Act,  the 
officer  commanding  the  district  is  em- 
powered to  give  an  order  in  writing, 
directing  that  the  prisoner  be  deli- 
yered  oyer  to  military  custody,  for 
the  purpose  of  being  remoyed  to  some 
other  prison  or  place,  there  to  undergo 
the  remainder  of  his  sentence. 

A.,  a  military  offender  amenable  to 
the  jurisdiction,  was  tried  in  India, 
under  the  aboye  statute,  by  a  general 
Court-martial,  for  a  ciril  offence,  of 
which  the  Court  found  him  guilty, 
and  for  which  they  sentenced  him  to 
four  years'  imprisonment.  The  officer 
commanding  the  district  in  which 
he  was  tried  appointed  the  Fort  of 
Agra  as  the  place  of  his  imprison- 
ment. It  did  not  appear  whether  this 
fort  was  or  was  not  a  public  prison, 
or  was  or  was  not  a  military  prison 
set  apart  by  the  authority  of  the  Act. 
It  was,  howeyer,  under  military  com- 
mand. A.  was  imprisoned  there  for 
about  nine  months ;  at  the  end  of 
which  the  same  officer  who  had  ap- 
pointed it  as  the  place  of  imprison- 
ment gaye  an  order  in  writing,  di- 
recting that  he  should  be  remoyed 
therefrom  to  England,  to  undergo 
there  the  remainder  of  his  sentence ; 
but  not  mentioning  any  prison  in 
England  to  which  he  was  to  be  re- 
moved. A,,  haying  been  brought  to 
England  under  this  order,  was  there 
confined  in  several  prisons  in  succes- 
sion, and,  ultimately,  in  the  Queen's 
Prison ;  an  order  from  the  Comman- 
der-in-Chief of  the  army  in  England, 
directing  the  keeper  of  that  prison  to 
receive  nim  into  custody  for  the  re- 
mainder of  his  sentence,  being  sent 
there  with  him. 

Held,  making  absolute  a  rule  for  a 
habeas  corpus  obtained  by  A.,  that 
A.  was  entitled  to  his  discharge ;  for 
that  his  detention  in  custody,  which 
could  not  be  justified  at  common  law, 
was  not  warranted  by  the  Act  in 
question  ;  inasmuch  as,  assuming  (a 
point  which  the  Court  did  not  deter- 
mine) that  the  case  fell  within  the 
provisions  of  the  Act  as  to  the  re- 
moval of  prisoners,  no  valid  order  for 


his  detention  in  the  Qneen's  Pnmm 
had  been  made  under  either  sect  40 
or  sect  41.    Re  Alien,  338. 

IIL  Jurisdiction  of  superior  Courts  of 
common  law  at  Wettwunster  to 
issue  habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum 
to  all  parts  of  the  C^own  dominions. 

(But  see  now  stat.  35  &  26  Fie<. 
c.  20. 8.  1.) 

The  superior  Courts  of  common 
law  at  Westminster  have  jurisdiction 
at  common  law  to  issue  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum  to  all 
parts  of  the  dominions  of  the  Crown 
of  England,  even  to  those  in  which 
an  independent  local  judicature  has 
been  established.  Such  jurisdictkm 
can  be  taken  away  only  by  express 
legislative  enactment. 

Accordingly,  this  Court  granted  a 
writ  of  hab«»  corpus  directed  to  cer- 
tun  gaolers  and  others,  in  the  pro- 
vince of  Upper  Canada,  commanding 
them  to  bring  up  the  body  of  A.,  a 
British  subject,  alleged  to  be  iU^j^ly 
in  their  custody.  Ex  parte  AStder- 
son^  487* 

HIGHWAY. 

I.  General  Highway  Act,  5  &  6  IT.  4. 
e.  50.  s.  95.  Justices  when  have  not 
jurisdiction  under,  to  direct  indict- 
ment of  parish  for  non  repair  of  high- 
way. 

Stat.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  5a  #.  05. 
enacts,  **  that  if  on  the  hearing  of"  a 
"summons  respecting  the  repair  of 
any  highway  the  duty  or  obligation 
of  such  repairs  is  denied  by  the  sur- 
veyor" of  the  parish  alleged  to  be 
chargeable  with  the  repairs  *'  on  be- 
half of  the  inhabitanta  of  the  parish," 
'*  it  shall  then  be  lawful  for"  the  ** jus- 
tices" in  special  sessions  for  the  high- 
ways, before  whom  the  summons  is 
heard, "  and  they  are  hereby  required, . 
to  direct  a  bill  of  indictment  to  be  pre- 
ferred "  "  at  the  next  assizes  "  "  against 
the  inhabitants  of  the  parish  "  *'  for 
suffering  and  permitting  the  said 
highway  to  be  out  of  repair." 

Held,  that,  although  where  the  road 
alleged  to  be  out  of  repair  is  admitted 


INCLOSURE  ACTS. 

%at  the  hearing  to  be  a  highway  and 
to  need  repair,  and  only  the  liability 
to  repair  is  disputed  by  the  parish, 
this  section  renders  it  imperative  on 
the  justices  to  order  an  indictment  to 
be  preferred,  they  have  no  jurisdic- 
tion to  make  such  an  order,  if  it  ap- 
pears that  the  parish  has  already  been 
acquitted  on  a  similar  indictment. 
Ex  parte  Bartlett,  253. 

II.  Highway  rate,  how  far  auxiliary 
fund  to  rates  levied  under  Nuisances 
Removal  Act,  277.  Nuisancea  Re- 
movai  Ad,  L 


INCLOSURE  ACTS. 

(Stat.  8  &  9  Vict.  c.  118.;  15  &  16 
Vict.  c.  790 

Valuer  acting  in  an  inclosnre  when 
not  entitled  to  apply  to  justices  for 
recoverv  of  possession  of  encroach- 
ment. Jurisdiction  of  justices.  What 
is  an  ancient  inclosure. 

Stat.  15  &  16  Vict  c.  79.  a.  13.  em- 
powers the  valuer  acting  in  the 
matter  of  an  indoaure  to  apply  to 
justices  to  recover  possession  of  any 
encroachment  or  inclosure  which, 
under  stat.  8  &  9  Viet.  c.  118.,  *' shall 
be  deemed  to  be  parcel  of  the  land 
subject  to  be  inclosed,"  possession  of 
which  the  actual  occupier  neglects  or 
refuses  to  deliver  up,  after  the  deter- 
mination of  claims  under  that  Act. 

Held  that,  on  the  hearing  of  such 
an  application  by  the  valuer,  the  jus- 
tices have  jurisdiction  to  inquire  into 
the  circumstances  attending  the  en- 
croachment or  inclosure  in  question : 
notwithstanding  that  the  occupier 
has  made  no  claim  before  the  valuer 
or  the  Inclosure  Commissioners,  and 
has  not  appealed  against  the  award 
of  the  Commissioners,  which  includes 
the  land  in  dispute.  That,  therefore, 
the  justices  were  right  in  refusing  to 
order  possession  to  be  given  to  the 
valuer  of  a  piece  of  land  proved  to 
have  been  first  inclosed  more  than 
twenty  years  before  the  first  meeting 
of  the  Commissioners  for  the  exami- 
nation of  claims ;  such  land  being, 
under  sUt.  8  &  9  Vict,  c.  118.  s.  52., 
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an  ancient  inclosure,  and  that  sec- 
tion, taken  with  section  50,  shewing 
that  inclosures,  only,  of  less  than 
such  twentv  years  standing  are, 
under  that  Act,  to  be  deemed  to  be 
parcel  of  the  land  subject  to  be  in- 
closed.   Ckilcote  V,  Youldon,  7. 

INDU. 

Change  of  custody  of  offender  convicted 
by  Court  martial  in,  338.  Habeas 
Corpus,  II. 

INFORMATION. 

I.  In  nature  of  quo  warranto.  Change 
of  venue  in,  147*     Venue. 

II.  Against  parish  of  settlement  of 
pauper,  for  costs  of  pauper's  main- 
tenance, within  what  time  to  be  laid« 
257.    Poor^  XL  2. 

INNKEEPER. 

When  liable  to  conviction  for  gaming, 
1.  Gaming, 

INQUEST. 
Coroner's,  115,137.    Coroner, 

INSPECTION. 

I.  Of  real  property,  under  Common  Law 
Procedure  Act,  1854,  s.  58, 467.  Com- 
mon Law  Procedure  Act,  1854. 

II.  Of  document  relied  on  in  pleading 
by  opposite  side,  602.    Practice,  II. 

INSURANCE. 
Life. 

Against  death  or  injury  from  accident 
Death  from  sunstroke  not  covered. 

Defendants,  a  Company  established 
*'  for  granting  assurances  against  loss 
of  life  and  personal  injury  arising  from 
accident  at  sea,"  granted  a  policy  to  5., 
the  master  of  a  ship  then  about  to  pro- 
ceed on  a  voyage  from  EnglandU)  Aden; 
whereby  it  was  agreed  that  in  case  S, 
'*  should  sustain  any  personal  injury 
from,  or  by  reason,  or  in  consequence 
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JUDGMENT 


JURISDICTION. 


of,  any  iccideDt  which  should  happen 
to  him  upon  any  ocean,  sea,  river,  or 
lake,"  durio);  the  continuance  of  the 
policy,  defendants  should  pay  bim  a 
reasonable  compensation  for  such 
injury;  and  in  case  he  should  die 
from  the  effects  of  such  injury  within 
three  calendar  months  from  tbe  occur- 
rence of  the  accident,  should  pay  tbe 
sum  insured  to  his  executors  or  ad« 
ministrators.  It  was  further  agreed 
by  the  policy  that  no  compensation 
should  be  payable  thereunder  by  de- 
fendants, either  to  S.  or  his  personal 
representatives,  in  respect  of  injury 
occasioned  to  S.  by  wounds  in  battle 
or  in  any  way  by  the  act  of  the  Queen's 
enemies ;  or  in  respect  of  any  injury 
to  which  S.  should  knowingly  and 
without  some  adequate  motive  expose 
himself:  but  it  was  declared  that, 
with  those  exceptions,  the  policy  was 
intended  to  secure  compensation  to 
S,  or  his  represenutives,  **in  the 
event  of  his  sustaining  any  personal 
injury  during  the  said  intendea  voyage, 
from  or  by  reason  or  in  consequence 
of  any  accident  whatsoever  * 

S,  then  sailed  on  his  intended 
voyage,  and  in  the  course  of  it  arrived 
in  the  Cochin  river,  on  the  south-west 
coast  of  India,  Whilst  on  board  his 
ship  in  that  river,  and.  acting  as 
master  of  the  ship,  he  was  struck 
down  by  a  sunstroke,  to  which  he  did 
not  knowingly  and  without  adequate 
motive  expose  himself,  and  from  the 
effects  of  which  he  on  the  same  day 
died. 

In  an  action  by  S*n  administratrix 
on  the  policy  to  recover  the  sum  in- 
sured from  defendants;  Held,  that 
defendants  were  not  liable :  for  that 
iS.'s  death  could  not  be  said  to  have 
arisen  from  accident,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  policy.  Sinclair  v. 
Maritime  Passengers*  Insurance  Com" 
pony,  478. 

JUDGMENT. 

Foreign,  in    rem.    Conclusiveness    of, 
while  unreversed,  709-    Action^  V. 

JURISDICTION. 
I.  Of  superior  Courts. 

1.  Summary,  of  the  Court  over  its  at- 
torneys.   Its  extent. 


The  summary  jurisdiction  of  the 
Court  over  its  attorneys  is  not 
limited  to  cases  in  which  they  have 
been  guilty  of  misconduct  such  as 
amounts  to  an  indictable  offence,  or 
arises  in  the  ordinary  course  of  their 
professional  practice ;  but  extends  to 
all  cases  of  gross  misconduct,  on  their 
part,  in  any  matter  in  which  they  may, 
from  its  nature,  fairly  be  presumed  to 
have  been  employed  in  consequence 
of  their  professional  character. 

B.  lent  money  to  an  attorney,  whom 
he  had  previously  known  and  em- 
ployed as  such,  on  the  security  of  the 
attorney's  promissory  note  for  the 
amount,  and  of  the  deposit  by  the 
attorney  of  a  deed  of  assignment  to 
him  of  a  mortgage  on  an  estate  in 
Ireland,  by  which  a  greater  amount 
than  fi.*s  loan  was  secured  to  the  at- 
torney. The  estate  getting  into  the 
Irish  Encumbered  Estates  Court,  the 
attorney  borrowed  the  deed  of  B.  for 
the  purpose,  as  he  alleged  to  fi.,  of 
supporting  his  claim  in  that  Court,  but 
in  reality  in  order  to  obtain  from  that 
Court  payment  of  the  amount  secured 
to  him  by  the  deed.  Having,  by  pro- 
duction of  the  deed  to  the  Court, 
established  his  right  to  that  pavment, 
he  returned  the  deed  to  B.,  and  after- 
wards received  out  of  Court  the  whole 
of  the  amount  which  he  claimed.  He 
never  informed  B,  of  this,  but  appro- 
priated the  whole  amount  to  his  own 
purposes,  and  continued  for  several 
vears  afterwards  to  pay  B.  interest  on 
his  loan.  He  then  became  insolvent, 
and  B.  in  consequence  lost  the  whole 
of  the  money  advanced  by  him. 

Upon  these  facts  tbe  Court,  holding 
that  the  attorney  had  been  guilty  of 
gross  misconduct,  suspended  him 
from  practising  for  two  years.  In  rt 
Blake,  34. 

2.  Of  Court  or  Judge  in  making 
order  for  inspection  of  real  pro- 
perty, under  Common  Law  Proce- 
dure Act,  1S54,  s.  51.  Common 
Law  Procedure  Act,  1854. 

3.  Of  Courts  at  Westminster  to  issue 
habeas  corpus  ad  subjiciendum  to 
the  Colonies,  487.  Habeas  Corpus, 
III. 

II.  Of  justices. 


LANDLORD  AND  I'ENANT. 


LIEN. 
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1.  To  inquire  into  circumstances  at- 
tending an  encroachment  or  inclo- 
8ure,  7^    Inclosure  Acts, 

2.  To  take  co^izance  of  offences 
committed  on  sea  shor^  of  county, 
between  high  and  low  water  mark. 

The  part  of  the  sea  shore  comprised 
between  high  and  low  water  mark 
forms  part  of  the  body  of  the  adjoin^ 
ing  county,  the  justices  of  which,  and 
not  the  Admiralty,  have  jurisdiction 
to  take  cognizance  of  offences  there 
committed,  whether  or  not  committed 
when  the  shore  is  covered  with  water. 
Embleton  v.  Broum,  234. 

3.  To  direct  indictment  of  parish  for 
non-repair  of  highway,  253.  Hiffh' 
way,  L 

4.  Of  Quarter  Sessions  for  borough, 
to  dismiss  with  costs  an  appeal, 
notice  of  which  to  the  County 
Quarter  Sessions  has  been  erro- 
neously given,  but  abandoned. 
Stat.  12  &  13  Vict,  c,  45.  8,  6.,  661. 
Poor,  IL,  3. 

III.  Of  Coroner.     Coroner, 

IV.  Of  General  Medical  Council  to 
erase  medical  practitioner's  name 
from  register,  525.     Medical  Act. 

LANDLORD  AND  TENANT. 

Tenancy  at  will. 

1.  Creation,  commencement,  and  de- 
termination of  tenancy  at  will,  149- 
Statute  of  Limitations, 

2.  Right  of  landlord,  under  stat.  11 
6.  2.  c.  19.  s,  1.,  to  follow  and  seize 
goods  fraudulently  removed  from 
premises,  to  prevent  a  distress,  by 
tenant  at  will  holding  at  fixed  re- 
served rent. 

Stat.  11  G.  2.  e.  19-  s,  I.  enacts 
that  "  In  case  any  tenant "  "  for  life 
or  lives,  term  of  years,  at  will,  suf- 
ferance, or  otherwise,  of  any  mes- 
suages, lands,  tenements,  or  heredita- 
ments, upon  the  demise  or  holding 
whereof  any  rent  is  or  shall  be  re- 
served, due,  or  made  payable,  shaU 
fraudulently  or  clandestinely  convey 


away"  "from  such  premises,  bis" 
'*  goods  or  chattels,  to  prevent  the 
landlord  "  "  from  distraining  the  same 
for  arrears  of  rent  so  reserved,  due,  or 
made  payable,"  the  landlord  may, 
within  thirty  days  next  after  such 
fraudulent  removal,  follow  and  seize 
the  goods  as  a  distress  for  the  arrears 
of  rent  due. 

A.,  in  May,  1859>  entered  into  an 
agreement,  not  under  seal,  with  itf., 
by  which  M.  agreed  forthwith  to  g^rant 
A.  a  valid  lease  under  seal  of  a  house 
and  premises,  for  three  years  from 
25th  May,  1859,  at  the  yearly  rent  of 
84/.,  payable  quarterly.  The  agree- 
ment specified  the  lessor's  and  lessee's 
covenants  to  be  contained  in  the  lease; 
and  it  concluded  as  follows :  '*  It  is 
hereby  mutually  agreed  that  these 
presents  shall  operate  as  an  agree- 
ment  only;  and  that,  until  a  lease 
shall  be  executed,  the  rent,  covenants 
and  agreements  agreed  to  be  therein 
reserved  and  contained  shall  be  paid 
and  observed,  and  the  several  rights 
and  remedies  shall  be  enforced,  in 
the  same  manner  as  if  the  same  bad 
been  actually  executed."  No  lease 
was  drawn  up,  but  A,  entered  into 
possession,  and  remained  till  a  Quar- 
terns rent  became  due,  when  he  frau- 
dulently removed  his  goods  from  the 
premises  to  prevent  their  being  dis- 
trained. 

Held  that  the  agreement,  coupled 
with  J.'s  entry  into  possession,  made 
A.  tenant  at  will  to  M,  at  a  fixed  re- 
served rent,  for  which  M,  bad  a  right 
to  distrain ;  and  that,  therefore,  Jf. 
was  entitled,  under  stat.  11  6.  2.  e.  Id, 
s.  1.,  to  follow  and  seize  A,'6  goods. 
Anderson  v.  Midland  Railway  Com- 
pany, 614. 

LICENCE. 

I.  Of  innkeeper.    Offence  against  tenor 
of,  1.  Gaming, 

II.  By  lord  of  manor  to  inclose  waste. 
Statute  qf  Limitations, 

LIEN. 

Right  of  plaintiff*  to  particulars  of  lien 
set  up  in  plea,  602.    Practice,  II. 
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LIMITATION. 


MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 


LIMITATION. 
Of  actions.     Statute  of  Limitatumg. 

LUNATIC. 
Pauper.    Poor, 

MALICIOUS  PROSECUTION. 
Action,  V, 

MANDAMUS. 

To  Saddlera*  Company,  to  restore  As- 
sistant to  office,  42.    Charter, 

MARKET. 

Right  of  market  company  to  landing 
tolls  in  respect  of  use  of  pier  adjoin- 
ing the  market,  365.    ToU,  II. 

MASTER. 
Of  ship.     Skip  and  Shipping,  III. 

MASTER  AND  SERVANT. 

I.  Masters  and  Servants  Act,  4  G.  4.  c 
34. 

Sect.  3.  Who  is  not  a  servant  in  hus- 
bandry. What  is  not  misconduct 
in  husbandry  work. 

Stot.  4  O.  4.  c.  34.  s,  3.  enacts 
''lliat  if  any  servant  in  husbandry" 
"  shall  contract  with  any  person  "  *'  to 
serve  him  "  "  for  any  time  or  times 
whatsoever,"  "  and **  "having entered 
into  such  service  shall "  "  be  guilty  of 
any*"  "  misconduct  or  misdemeanour 
in  the  execution  "  of  his  contract,  he 
may  be  convicted  by  justices  and  sent 
to  the  House  of  Correction,  with  hard 
labour. 

Appellant  was  employed  by  respon- 
dent under  a  contract  by  the  terms  of 
which  appellant  was  to  keep  the  gene- 
ral accounts  belonging  to  a  farm  of 
respondent,  to  weigh  out  food  for 
cattle,  to  set  the  men  to  work,  to  lend 
a  hand  to  anything  if  wanted,  and  in 
all  things  to  carry  out  the  orders  of 


respondent.  Appellant  entered  upon 
the  employment,  and,  in  the  course 
of  it,  was  ordered  by  respondent  to 
go  through  the  whole  of  the  cattle 
stock  under  appellant's  charge  on  the 
farm,  and  to  give  particulars  of  all 
the  animals  which  had  died  under  his 
care,  and  of  all  buUings  and  calvings 
which  had  taken  place.  Appellant, 
having  refused  to  obey  this  order,  was 
summoned  before,  and  convicted  by, 
justices,  under  the  above  enactment, 
for  such  refusal. 

On  appeal  against  this  conviction, 
held  that  it  was  bad.  First,  because 
appellant  was  not  a  servant  in  hus- 
bandry ;  secondly,  because,  assuming 
that  he  was  sucn  a  servant,  he  haa 
not  been  guilty  of  any  misconduct  or 
misdemeanour  in  the  execution  of  his 
contract  to  serve  in  that  capacity. 
Dames  v.  Lord  Berwick^  549- 

II.  Combination  of  Workmen  Act,  6 
6.  4.  e.  129. 

Sect.  3.  What  a  threat  bv  a  workman 
to  his  employer,  punishable  under. 

Stat.  6  6. 4.  0.  129.  t.  3.  constitutes 
it  an  offence  punishable  by  conviction, 
**  by  threats  or  intimidation,  or  by  mo- 
lesting or  in  any  way  obstructing  an- 
other," to  *' force  or  endeavour  to 
force  any  **  "  person  engaged  in  carry- 
ing on  any  trade  or  business,"  "  to 
limit  ^  "  the  number  or  description  of 
his  "  "  workmen." 

Held,  that  a  threat  bv  a  workman 
to  his  employer,  made  in  pursuance 
of  a  combination  (which  is  illegal) 
between  that  workman  and  fellow- 
workmen  to  carry  it  out,  that  all  the 
workmen  so  combining  will  immedi- 
ately leave  work  unless  the  employer 
discharges  other  workmen  who  are 
then  in  the  same  service,  renders  such 
workman  liable  to  conviction  for  the 
above  offence.     fValsby  v.  Amey,  516. 

III.  Injury  to  servant  through  negli- 
gence of  master  while  taking  part  in 
servant's  work.  Liability  of  master 
and  of  his  partner. 

The  principle  that  a  servant  sus- 
taining an  injury  from  the  negligence 
of  a  fellow-servant  while  engaged  in 


MAYOR. 


MEDICAL  ACT. 
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the  common  employment  cannot  re- 
coTer  in  an  action  against  the  com- 
mon master,  does  not  exempt  from 
liability  to  such  an  action  a  master 
who  himself  takes  part  in  the  servant's 
work,  and  whilst  so  doing  injures  the 
servant  through  negligence. 

If  the  master  is  the  member  of  a 
partnership  by  whom  the  servant  is 
employed,  and  the  work  in  which  he 
so  takes  part  is  within  the  scope  of 
the  common  undertaking  of  the  part- 
nership, his  co-partners  are  jointly 
liable  with  him  for  the  iniUry  thus 
caused  to  the  servant  by  bis  negli- 
gence.   Ashworth  v.  St€Mwi»,  701. 


MAYOR. 

Of  borough.  Precedence  of,  in  the 
borough,  222.  Municipal  Corpora^ 
tions  Reform  Acts,  1. 


MEDICAL  ACT. 

(21  &  22  Vict.  c.  90.) 

Sects.  15, 17, 26, 29, 46.  Jurisdiction  of 
general  medical  council,  under  sects. 
26,  29»  to  erase  medical  practitioner's 
name  from  register. 

The  Medical  Act,  21  &  22  Viet  c. 
90.,  by  sect.  15  enacts,  that  every 
person  possessed  of  one  or  more  of 
certain  specified  qualifications  shall 
be  entitled  to  be  registered  as  a  medi- 
cal practitioner  on  payment  of  certain 
fees,  and  production  to  the  registrar 
of  evidence  of  his  qualification.  By 
sect  17,  every  person  who  was  actu- 
ally practising  medicine  in  England 
before  1st  August,  1815,  is  entitled  to 
be  registered  in  like  manner.  By 
sect.  46,  power  is  given  to  the  Gene- 
ral Council  of  Medical  Education 
(who,  by  sect.  6,  may  delegate  their 
powers  to  the  Branch  Council)  to 
dispense  with  such  provisions  of  the 
Act  as  they  think  fit,  in  favour  of, 
amongst  other  classes  of  practitioners, 
persons  acting  as  surgeons  in  the 
public  service.  Sect.  26  enacts  that 
*'  no  qualificatbn  shall  be  entered  on 


the  register,  either  on  the  first  regis- 
tration or  by  way  of  addition  to  a  re- 
gistered name,  unless  the  registrar  be 
satisfied  by  the  proper  evidence  that 
the  person  claiming  is  entitled  to  it ; 
•nd  any  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
the  registrar  may  be  decided  by  the 
general  council;"  "and  any  entry 
which  shall  be  proved  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  council  "to  have  been 
fraudulently  or  incorrectly  made  may 
be  erased  from  the  register  by  order 
in  writing  of"  the  council.  And,  by 
sect.  29,  *'  if  anv  registered  medical 
practitioner  shall  be  convicted  "  "  of 
any  felony  or  misdemeanour,"  "or 
shall  after  due  inquiry  be  judged  by 
the  general  council  to  have  been 
guilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  any 
professional  respect,  the  general 
council  may,  if  they  see  fit,  direct  the 
registrar  to  erase  the  name  of  such 
medical  practitioner  from  the  regis^ 
ter." 

O.,  a  medical  practitioner,  was  re- 
gistered under  sect.  46,  by  special 
order  of  the  branch  council,  on  his 
representation  that  he  was  acting  as 
a  surgeon  in  the  public  service.  Sub- 
sequently the  general  council,  after 
holding  an  inouiry  of  which  he  had 
due  notice,  and  at  which  he  attended 
under  protest  but  made  no  defence, 
erased  his  name  from  the  register,  on 
the  grounds,  first,  that  it  was  proved 
to  their  satisfaction  that  the  entry  of 
it  was  fraudulently  and  incorrectly 
made ;  secondly,  that  they,  after  due 
inquiry,  judged  him  to  have  been 
ffuilty  of  infamous  conduct  in  a  pro- 
fessional respect. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  for  a  man- 
damus to  the  general  council  to  re- 
store O  's  name  to  the  register,  that 
the  council  had  jurisdiction  under  the 
circumstances  to  erase  his  name ;  both 
under  sect.  26,  the  second  clause  of 
which  was  not  limited  to  the  case  of 
persons  registered  under  sects.  15  or 
17,  and  under  sect.  29,  which  did  not 
make  it  a  condition  to  the  erasure 
that  the  infamous  professional  con- 
duct of  which  O.  was  judged  guilty 
should  have  been  proved  to  the 
council  to  have  occurred  before  his 
registration.  Regina  v.  Gsneral 
Council  of  Medkal  Educaiion,  525. 
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MERCHANT  SHIPPING  ACT,  1854. 

(17  &  18  Vict.  c.  104.) 

Sects.  19, 107,  257.  What  proof  neces- 
sary to  procure  conviction  for  offence 
of  barbourinf?  seamen  deserting  from 
British  ship.  Ship  how  proved 
British. 

The  sections  coming  under  the 
bead  of  <«  Discipline "  in  The  Mer- 
chant Shipping  Act,  1854,  17  &  18 
Vict.  c.  104.,  have  reference  to  British 
ships  alone. 

One  of  these,  sect.  257,  renders 
liable  to  a  penalty  *'  every  person  who 
wilfully  harbours  or  secretes  any  tea- 
man or  apprentice  who  has  deserted 
from  his  ship.*'  Held  that,  in*order 
to  convict  an  offender  under  this  sec- 
tion, it  must  be  shewn  that  the  ship 
deserted  from  is  a  British  ship :  and 
that,  inasmuch  as  by  sect.  19  "every 
British  ship  must  be  registered, 
"  and  no  ship  "  thereby  "  required  to 
be  registerea  shall,  unless  registered, 
be  recognized  as  a  British  ship," 
proof  that  the  ship  is  registered  must 
also  be  given,  either  by  the  produc- 
tion of  the  original  register,  or  by  an 
examined  or  certified  copy  of  it,  as 
required  by  sect.  107.  Lecuy  v. 
Lhyd,  178. 

METROPOLIS   LOCAL  MANAGE- 
MENT ACT. 

(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.) 

Sects.  158,  159.  Apportionment  by 
District  Board  of  expenses  of  execu- 
ting the  Act,  between  the  parishes  in 
the  district.  Discretion  of  Board. 
Principles  and  finality  of  apportion- 
ment. 

By  The  Metropolis  Management 
Act,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  120.  «. 
158.,  every  metropolitan  District 
Board  is,  by  order  under  its  seal,  to 
require  the  overseers  of  the  several 
]>ari8hes  in  the  district  to  levy  and 
pay  over  to  the  Board  the  sums  which 
It  requires  for  defraying  the  expenses 
of  the  execution  of  the  Act;  distin- 


MINES. 

guishing,  in  such  order,  the  sums  re- 
Guired  for  sewerage  expenses  fn>m 
tnose  required  for  other  expenses  un- 
der the  Act.  By  sect.  159>  if  it  ap- 
pears to  the  Board  that  all  or  part  of 
the  expenses  for  defraying  which  the 
order  is  made  have  been  incurred  for 
the  special  benefit  of  part,  or  not  for 
the  equal  benefit  of  the  whole,  of  the 
district,  the  order  may  direct  the 
sums,  or  part  of  them,  required  to  be 
levied,  to  be  levied  in  the  part  of  the 
district  specially  benefited,  or  may 
exempt  any  part  of  the  district  from 
the  levy,  or  require  a  less  rate  to  be 
levied  thereon,  as  the  circumstances 
may  require ;  and  if  in  the  judgment 
of  the  Board  an  entire  parish  is  en- 
titled to  exemption,  no  order  need  be 
made  on  such  parish. 

Held,  that  the  effect  of  the  Act  is 
to  substitute  districts  for  the  parishes 
of  which  they  are  composed,  for  all 
purposes  of  management,  taxation  and 
expenditure;  not  for  purposes  of  man- 
agement only.  That  the  rates  leviable 
in  the  component  parishes  under  the 
orders  of  a  District  Board,  are  raised 
for  the  benefit  of  the  whole  district, 
though  apportioned*  between  the  pa- 
rishes. That,  prim&  fade,  the  rates 
ought  to  be  apportioned  between  the 
parishes  according  to  their  respective 
rateable  value,  and  not  according  to 
the  outlay  in  them  respectively ;  sub- 
ject to  allowances,  at  the  discretion  of 
the  Board,  in  cases  falling  within  sect. 
159.  That  an  order  of  a  District 
Board  on  a  parish,  distinguishing 
between  the  sums  required  for  sewer- 
age and  for  other  expenses,  is  good 
under  sect  158,  and  is  final,  if  made 
by  the  Board  after  an  impartial  exer- 
cise of  the  discretion  given  to  it  bj. 
sect.  159;  the  decision  of  the  Board, 
so  arrived  at,  as  to  the  amount  proper 
to  be  required  from  a  parish,  neing, 
even  if  erroneous,  conclusive.  Over^ 
seers  of  St.  Botolph  Aldgate  v.  WkUe- 
chapel  Board  qf  tVorhs,  89. 


MINES. 

Under  canal.  Owner  when  entitled  to 
work,  though  he  thereby  damages  the 
canal,  409.    Canals  II. 
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MUNICIPAL  CORPORATIONS 
REFORM  ACTS. 

(5  &  6  W.  4.  c.  76. ;  7  W.  4  &  1  Vict. 
c.  78.) 

I.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  76.  8.  67.  Mayor  of 
borough  howfar  entitled  to  preceUeDce 
in  it. 

The  Municipal  Corporations  Reform 
Act.  5  &  6  fT.  4.  c.  76.  ».  57.,  enatts 
"  That  the  mayor  for  the  time  being  of 
every  borough  shall  be  a  justice  of  the 
peace  of  and  for  such  borouj^h,  and 
shall  continue  to  be  such  justice  of  the 
peace  during  the  next  succeeding  year 
after  he  shall  cease  to  be  mayor ; " 
"  and  such  mayor  shall,  during  the 
time  of  his  mayoralty,  have  prece- 
dence in  all  places  within  the  borough." 

Held,  that  this  section  refers  to 
social,  not  magisterial,  precedence; 
and  therefore  does  not  entitle  a  mayor, 
during  his  mayoralty,  to  take  prece- 
dence and  to  preside  at  all  meetings 
of  the  borough  justices,  held  in  the 
borough,  at  which  a  chairman  is  re- 
quired. Ex  parte  Mlayor  of  Birming  • 
horn,  222. 

IL  7  fT.  4  &  1  Vict  c.  78.  8.  14.  Suffi- 
ciency of  description  of  candidate's 
christian  name  by  a  well-known 
contraction,  in  voting  paper  for  elec- 
tion of  aldermen. 

Stat.  7  W.4  8cl  Vict,  c.  78.  s.  14. 
enacts  that  aldermen  shall  be  elected 
in  boroughs  by  the  personal  delivery 
to  the  mayor  or  chairman  at  the  meet- 
ing for  the  election,  by  each  councillor 
entitled  to  vote,  of  a  voting  paper 
containing,  inter  alia,  the  christian 
name  and  surname  of  the  persons  for 
whom  he  votes. 

Held,  that  the  statute  is  satisfied  if 
the  voting  paper  contains  a  contrac- 
tion of  a  christian  name  which  is  well 
known  and  in  ordinary  use  as  repre- 
senting that  name :  and  that,  in  such 
a  case,  the  name  need  not  be  written 
in  full.  That,  therefore,  the  contrac- 
tions "  Wm."  and  "  fViUm,**  may  be 
used  in  a  voting  paper  as  eauivalent 
to  "H'i//iam."  Regiiia  v.  BracJfcy,634. 


MUTINY  ACT. 

For  1857,  20  Vict,  c.  13.  m.  1,  38,  40, 
41 ;  338.     Habeas  Corpus,  II. 

NEGLIGENCE. 

Injury  to  servant  through  negligence  of 
master  while  working  with  him. 
Liability  of  master  and  of  his  partner, 
701.    Master  and  Servant,  III. 

NUISANCES  REMOVAL  ACT 

(ENGLAND)    1855. 

(18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121.) 

I.  Sects.  3,  7>  22.  Primary  liability  of 
houses  using  sewer  to  assessment 
to  rate  for  defraying  expense  of  it, 
before  resort  by  Nuisances  Removal 
Committee  to  highway  rates  as  an 
auxiliary  fund.  Certiorari  when  lies, 
though  taken  away  by  statute. 

By  the  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for 
England,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict,  c,  121. 
s.  22.,  whenever  any  drain  used  for 
the  conveyance  of  sewage  from  any 
house,  buildings,  or  premises,  is  a 
nuisance,  and  cannot,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Local  Authority,  be  rendered 
innocuous  without  the  laying  down 
of  a  sewer,  the  Local  Authority  are 
empowered  and  required  to  lay  down 
such  sewer,  and  are  authorized  and 
empowered  to  assess  every  house, 
building,  or  premises  using  the  same, 
to  such  payment  as  they  shall  think 
just  and  reasonable.  By  sect.  3,  in  a 
place  where  a  nuisances  removal  com- 
mittee constitutes  the  IjocsA  Authority, 
the  surveyors  of  highways  for  the 
time  being  of  such  place  are  made  ex 
officio  members  of  the  committee. 
And  by  sect.  7.  '*  all  charges  and  ex- 
penses incurred  by  the  Local  Autho- 
rity in  executing  this  Act,  and  not 
recovered  as  by  this  Act  provided, 
may  be  defrayed'*  in  such  a  place 
'*  out  of  highway  rates,  or  any  fund 
applicable  in  aid  or  in  lieu  thereof." 

A  nuisances  removal  committee 
having,  under  sect.  22,  laid  down  a 
sewer  to  render  innocuous  a  drain 
constructed  before  the  passing  of  the 
Act  by  the  then  surveyors  of  high- 
ways :   Held,  that  whether  or  not  by 
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reason  of  sect.  7  the  highway  rates 
were  available  as  an  auxiliary  fund 
towards  defraying  Ihe  expenses  thus 
incurred,  the  committee  were  bound, 
before  resorting  to  that  fund,  to  assess 
in  the  first  instance,  under  sect.  22, 
the  houses,  buildings  and  premises 
using  the  sewer. 

An  order  of  justices  not  warranted 
by  the  provisions  of  an  Act  of  Parlia- 
ment may  be  removed  into  this  Court 
by  certiorari,  though  the  Act  contains 
a  section  taking  away  the  certiorari. 
Regina  v.  Gasse,  277* 

II.  Sect.  22.  What  is  a  house  '  using'  a 
sewer. 

By  The  Nuisances  Removal  Act  for 
England,  1855,  18  &  19  Vict.  c.  121. 
s.  22.,  whenever  any  drain  used  for 
the  conveyance  of  sewage  from  any 
bouse,  buildings,  or  premises,  is  a 
nuisance,  and  cannot,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  Local  Authority,  be  rendered 
innocuous  without  the  laying  down 
of  a  sewer,  the  Local  Authority  are 
empowered  and  required  to  lay  down 
such  sewer,  and  are  authorized  and 
empowered  to  assess  every  house, 
building,  or  premises  using  the  same, 
to  such  payment  as  they  shall  think 
just  and  reasonable. 

Under  this  Act  the  parish  of  H, 
was,  in  the  first  instance,  divided  into 
four  districts.  The  Local  Authority, 
in  1855,  constructed  a  sewer  in  one  of 
these,  in  order  to  render  a  nuisance 
there  innocuous ;  B.'s  houde,  situated 
there,  was  assessed  to  the  expense  of 
the  construction;  and  B,  paid  an 
agreed  composition  on  the  assess- 
ment. In  1856  the  Local  Authority 
constructed  another  sewer  in  a  second 
district,  in  order  to  render  a  nuisance 
in  that  district  innocuous.  These  two 
sewers  brought  down  the  sewage 
from  the  two  districts  into  a  third,  in 
such  quantities  as  to  greatly  increase 
a  pre-existing  nuisance  there :  in 
order  to  render  which  innocuous,  the 
Local  Authority,  in  1859.  constructed 
a  further  sewer,  running  through  the 
third  and  fourth  districts,  and,  upon 
its  completion,  resolved  that  the  drain- 
age of  all  four  districts  should  form 
one  system,  the  total  costs  of  the  dif- 
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ferent  works  be  ascertained,  and  the 
bouses,  &c.,  through  all  four  districts, 
using  the  sewers,  be  e<|ually  assessed 
towards  the  expenses  incurred. 

Held  that  B.'s  house,  above  men- 
tioned, was  liable  to  be  re-assessed  to 
such  expenses  as  a  house  *'  using*'  the 
whole  sewerage  system,  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  22.  JR«yiiia  v.  Bod- 
kin, 271. 

OFHCE. 

Of  Assistant  in  Saddlers'  Company. 
Mandamus  to  restore  to,  42.  Charter, 

OVERSEERS. 

Power  of,  to  enforce  poor  rate  made  by 
predecessors.  State.  43  EHg.  c.  2.  «. 
4. ;  17  G.  2.  c.  38.  t.  11. ;  574.  Rate, 
L2. 

PARENT  AND  CHILD. 

Habeas  Corpus,  I. 

PARLUMENT. 

Extent  of  protection  of  witness  examined 
before  Commissioners  appointed  to 
inquire  into  corrupt  practices  at 
election  for  member  of,  658.  Evi- 
dence^  1. 1.  iL 

PARTNERSHIP. 

I.  In  freight.  Liability  of  one  partner 
to  pay  demurrage  to  the  other,  203. 
Ship  and  Shipping,  IL 

II.  Liability  of  partner  to  servant  of 
the  partnership,  injured  by  a  co- 
partner in  course  of  work  within  scope 
of  the  partnership,  701.  Master  and 
Servant,  IIL 

PAYMENT. 

By  halves  of  Bank  notes,  32.     Bank 

Notes. 

PIER. 
Unding  tolls  at,  365.    Toll,  II. 

PLEADING. 

Set  off.  How  far  and  bow  far  not 
pleadable  to  declaration  by  accommo- 


PLEADING. 


POOR. 


747 


datioD  acceptor  of  bill*  after  pa3riDg  it, 
against  accommodation  drawer,  for 
reimbursement  of  amount  of  bill  and 
interest,  and  of  costs  of  action  by  the 
bolder  against  plaintiff. 

Declaration  tbat,  in  consideration 
that  plaintiff  would  accept,  for  defen- 
dant's accommodation,  a  bill  of  ex- 
change drawn  by  defendant  on  plain- 
tiff, and  would  deliver  the  same  to 
defendant  in  order  that  he  might 
negotiate  it  for  his  own  use,  defendant 
promised  plaintiff  to  indemnify  and 
save  him  harmless  from  any  con- 
sequent loss  or  damage.  Averment, 
that  plaintiff  accepted  the  bill  and 
delivered  it  to  defendant.  Breach, 
-  that  defendant  did  not  indemnify  or 
save  harmless  plaintiff  from  loss  or 
damage;  and  plaintiff,  as  acceptor, 
was  obliged  to  and  did  pay  W.,  the 
holder,  the  amount  of  the  bill  and 
interest,  and  the  costs  of  an  action  on 
the  bill  by  W,  against  plaintiff,  as 
acceptor ;  and  plaintiff  also  incurred 
costs  and  expenses  in  defending  and 
settling  such  action. 

Pleas.  1.  To  so  much  of  the  decla- 
ration as  relates  to  plaintiff's  claim  in 
respect  of  his  payment  to  W,  of  the 
amount  of  the  bill  and  interest;  A 
set-off. 

Demurrer.   Joinder  in  demurrer, 

2.  To  so  much  of  plaintiff's  claim 
as  relates  to  the  costs  of  the  action 
brought  by  W,  against  plaintiff  and 
the  costs  and  expenses  incurred  by 
plaintiff  in  defending  and  settling  the 
said  action ;  That  the  whole  of  the 
said  costs  and  expenses  were  incurred 
by  plaintiff  at  defendant's  request: 
concluding  with  a  set-off. 

Replication  thereto.  That  the  said 
costs  and  expenses  were  not,  nor  was 
any  part  thereof,  incurred  at  defen- 
dant's request  as  alleged. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Held,  that  the  first  plea  was  good, 
for  that  plaintiff's  claim  in  respect  of 
the  amount  of  the  bill  and  interest 
was  a  liquidated  demand,  capable  of 
being  ascertained  with  precision  at 
the  time  of  pleading;  ana  was  separ- 
able '  from  the  rest  of  the  claim, 
though  mixed   up    with  it  in   one 


count.  That  the  second  plea  was 
bad,  being  pleaded  to  costs  and  ex- 
penses incurred  by  plaintiff,  but  not 
paid,  and  therefore  not  constituting  a 
liquidated  demand  to  which  a  set-off 
could  be  pleaded.  Crampton  v.  Walker^ 
321. 

POOR. 

I.  Settlement. 

1.  By  renting  a  tenement. 

i.  Requisites  to  *'  a  separate  and  dis- 
tinct dwelling-house"  within  stat. 
6  G.  4.  c.  57.'t.  2, 

C.  rented  and  occupied  the  ground 
'floor  of  a  house,  consisting  of  a  shop 
and  two  small  rooms.  Access  to  the 
shop  and  the  rooms  was  gained  by 
room  doors  opening  out  of  a  passage. 
This  passage  led  through  the  house 
from  the  street  in  front  to  a  yard  at 
the  back,  and  was  closed  by  the  house 
front  door  at  one  end  and  a  back  door 
at  the  other.  K,  rented  and  occupied 
the  upper  floor ;  access  to  which  was 
Plained  by  an  outside  staircase  lead- 
ing from  the  back  yard.  The  bottom 
of  this  staircase  was  situated  just 
outside  the  back  door  of  the  passage, 
and  K.  could  gain  it  either  from  the 
rear  of  the  house  in  the  first  instance^ 
or  by  entering  at  the  front  door  and 
passing  through  the  passage  to  the 
rear.  C.  and  K,  each  had  a  key  of 
the  front  door,  w^ich  door,  and  the 
passage,  both  of  them  used  at  plea- 
sure, and  they  each  kept  clean  a  dis- 
tinct half  of  the  passage.  Both  front 
and  back  doors  of  the  passage  were 
k^pt  closed  at  night. 

Held,  that  the  floor  rented  and  oc- 
cupied bv  C.  was  not  ''a  separate  and 
distinct  dwelling  house  "  within  stat. 
6  6.  4.  c.  57- '.  2.,  and  that,  therefore, 
C.  did  not  gain  a  settlement  by  rent- 
ing it.    Regina  v.  EUwick,  437. 

ii.  Settlement  not  gained  by  Wesleyan 
minister  paying  rent  and  taxes  for 
house  taken  for  him  by  the  stew- 
ards of  his  circuit,  who  reimburse 
him.  Suts.  6  6.  4.  c.  .57.  «.  2.; 
1  W.  4.  c.  18.  «.  1.;  4  &  6  FT.  4.  c. 
76.  s.  66. 
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By  the  practice  of  a  Wesleyan  con- 
gregatioD,  certain  of  its  members 
were  appointed  stewards  for  a  given 
circuit,  and  were  called  circuit  stew- 
ards. One  of  their  duties  was  to 
take  and  furnish  houses  for  their 
ministers  officiating  within  the  cir- 
cuit. The  rents  of  such  houses  were 
sometimes  paid  by  the  circuit  stew- 
ards, and  sometimes  by  the  minis- 
ters ;  if  by  the  ministers,  the  stew- 
ards repaid  them  the  amount,  together 
with  tne  amount  of  the  rates  and 
taxes  in  respect  of  the  houses,  which 
were  paid  by  the  ministers  in  the  first 
instance.  It  was  the  custom  of  the 
congregation  to  appoint  a  minister  to 
officiate  in  a  given  place  for  one  year 
certain,  during  which  he  could  not 
be  removed ;  and  no  minister  offici- 
ated for  more  than  three  years  in  the 
tame  place. 

At  Michaelmas,  1832,  the  circuit 
stewards  took  and  furnished  a  boose 
at  C,  a  place  in  the  circuit,  for  a  year 
certain,  at  the  rent  of  20/.,  as  a  resi- 
dence for  fV.,  who  was  then  appointed 
to  be  minister  at  C  fV,  immediately 
took  possession  and  occupied  the 
house,  as  minister,  till  Michaelmas, 
1835.  During  the  three  years  of  his 
occupation,  fV.  paid  the  annual  rent 
of  20/.  for  the  house  to  the  landlord : 
he  was  also  in  each  of  those  years  as- 
sessed to  and  paid  the  poor-rates  for 
C.  Both  rent  and  poor-rates,  how- 
ever, were  repaid  to  him  by  the  cir- 
cuit stewards. 

Held,  that  W.  did  not  gain  a  settle- 
ment in  C  by  renting  a  tenement,  or 
by  assessment  to  and  payment  of 
rates  and  taxes,  under  stats.  6  6.  4. 
c.  67.  «.  2. ;  1  W.  4.  c.  18.  s.  1.  ;*and 
4  &  5  fT.  4.  c.  76.  s.  66.  Regina  v. 
Overseers  of  Tiverton,  655. 

2.  By  residence. 

Order  of  justices  adjudging  settle- 
ment of  pauper  lunatic,  under 
sut.  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97.  *.  97. 
Ktfect  of  sect.  102.  Acquisition 
by  unemancipated  pauper  lunatic 
of  status  of  irremovability,  under 
stats.  9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.,  11  &  12 
Victc.  111. 

On  17th  October  J  1854,  J.  R.,  who 
was  then    eighteen   years   old   and 


living,  unemancipated,  with  his 
father,  T.  it,  in  the  parish  of  ii.  in 
the  S.  Union,  was  removed  as  a  luna- 
tic pauper  to  an  asvlum,  where  he 
had  since  continued.  At  that  time 
both  T.  R.  and  J,  R.  had  resided  in 
A.  for  more  than  the  five  next  pre- 
<^ing  years.  T.  it  continued  to 
reside  there  till  1857,  when  he  left, 
and  had  not  since  returned. 

T.  it.'s  settiement,  both  on  and 
since  17  th  October,  1854,  was  in  the 
parish  of  O.  J.  R.  was  maintained 
in  the  asvlum  from  that  date,  at  the 
cost  of  the  S.  Union,  until,  it  being 
discovered  that  T.  it  had  left  J.,  an 
order  6f  justices  was,  on  11th  Oe- 
tobcr,  1859,  made  under  sUt.  16  &  17 
Vict  c.  97.  t.  97.,  adjudging  J.  R.  to 
be  settled  in  G.,  and  ordering  6.  to 
pay  the  preceding  twelve  months' 
expenses  of  his  maintenance,  and  a 
weekly  sum  for  his  future  support. 
Sect.  102  of  that  Act  provides  that 
all  expenses  incurred  for  the  removal, 
maintenance,  &c.  of  a  pauper  lunatic 
removed  to  an  asylum,  *'  who  would 
at  the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to 
such  asylum"  "have  been  exempt 
from  removal  to  the  parish  of  his 
settlement"  "  by  reason  of  some 
provision  in  "  sUt.  9  &  10  Fie/,  c.  66., 
'*  shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians  of 
the  parish  wherein  such  lunatic  shall 
have  acquired  such  exemption,*' 
"and  where  such  parish  shall  be 
comprised  in  any  Union  the  same 
shall  be  paid  by  the  guardians,  and 
be  charged  to  the  common  fund  of 
such  Union ;"  •*  and  no  order  shall 
be  made  under  any  provision  "  **  in 
this"  "  Act  on  the  parish  of  the  settle- 
ment in  respect  of  any  snch  lunatic 
pauper." 

On  a  case  stated  for  this  Court  on 
an  appeal  to  Sessions  by  G.  against 
the  order  of  11th  October,  1859: 
Held,  that  stat.  16  &  17  Vict  c.  97. 
s,  102.  applied,  and  the  order  was 
therefore  bad.  That  J.  il.  was,  at 
the  time  of  his  being  conveyed  to 
the  asylum,  exempt  from  removal 
to  G.  by  reason  of  a  provision  in  stat. 
9  &  10  Vict  c.  66.  with  which  the 
amending  statute  1 1  &  12  Victc.  111. 
was  to  he  read  as  one  :  and  had  him- 
self, though  not  sui  juris,  acquired 
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such  exemption  in  A,      Regina  v. 
Overseers  of  St,  Giles,  224. 

II.  Removal. 

1.  Exemption  from  removal,  nnder 
dtats.  9  &  10  Vict.  c.  66.  and  16  & 
17  Vict,  ft  97.  *.  102.,  of  uneman- 
cipated  pauper  lunatic,  224.  Poor, 
1.2. 

2.  Stats  4  &  5  H^.4.  c.  76.  m.  79,  84, 
99. ;  11  &  12  Vict.  c.  43.  ss.  11,  33. 
Order  on  parish  of  settlement  for 
costs  of  maintenance  of  pauper 
removed  under  order  of  removal. 
Time  for  laying?  information  for 
such  costs  hy  relieving?  parish.  Ex- 
tent of  liability  of  parish  of  settle- 
ment   Notice  of  chargeability. 

Stat.  4  &  5  ^.  4.  c.  76.  s.  84.  en- 
acts, *'  That  the  parish  to  which  any 
poor  person  whose  settlement  shall 
oe  in  question  at  the  time  of  grant- 
ing relief  shall  be  admitted  or  finally 
adjudged  to  belong  shall  be  charge- 
able with  and  liable  to  pay  the  cost  " 
"  of  the  "  "  maintenance  of  such  poor 
person,  and  such  cost "  "  may  be  re- 
covered against  such  parish  in  the 
same  manner  as  any  penalties  or  for- 
feitures are  by  this  Act  recoverable  :*' 
provided  that  such  parish  shall  pay 
to  the  relieving  parish  such  cost  from 
such  time  only  as  notice  that  the  poor 
person  has  become  chargeable  shall 
nave  been  sent  by  the  relieving  parish 
to  the  parish  of  settlement.  By  sect. 
79  no  poor  person  is  to  be  removed, 
under  an  order  of  removal,  until 
twenty-one  days  after  written  notice 
of  his  being  chargeable  has  been  sent 
by  the  relieving  parish  to  the  parish 
of  settlement,,  have  elapsed  without 
an  appeal  by  the  latter  parish  against 
the  order  of  removal.  By  sect.  99, 
penalties  and  forfeitures  under  the 
Act  are  made  recoverable  by  informa- 
tion before  justices  and  their  order 
thereon^  no  time  being  limited  for 
laying  the  information. 

Stat  11  &  12  Viet.  c.  43.  *.  11.  en- 
acts, *'That  in  all  cases  where  no 
time  is"  "specially  limited  for" 
*•  laying  any  *'  "  information  in  the 
Act'*  **of  Parliament  relating  to 
each  particular  case,*'  "such  infor- 

VOL.  Ill,  3  c 


roation  shall  be  laid  within  six  calen- 
dar months  from  the  time  when  the 
matter  of  such  **  **  information " 
"  arose."  By  sect.  35,  "  Nothing  in 
this  Act  shall  extend  or  be  construed 
to  extend  to  any  warrant  or  order  for 
the  removal  of  any  poor  person  who" 
"shall  become  chargeable  to  any 
parish." 

An  order  having  been  made  for  the 
removal  of  a  female  pauper,  written 
notice  of  her  chargeability  was  sent 
by  the  relieving  parish  to  the  parish 
of  settlement,  which  did  not  appeal 
against  the  order  of  removal.  At  the 
date  of  the  order  the  pauper  was 
pregnant,  though  not  unable  to  bear 
removal.  She  so  continued  for  some 
months,  and  was  not  actually  removed 
till  after  her  delivery,  and  five  months 
after  the  service  of  the  notice  of 
chargeability.  Nearly  six  years  after 
her  removal,  the  relieving  parish  laid 
an  information  before  justices  against 
the  parish  of  settlement,  for  the  cost 
of  her  maintenance  from  the  time  of 
the  service  of  the  notice  of  charge- 
abilitv  to  that  of  her  actual  removal : 
and  the  justices  made  an  order  for'the 
full  amount. 

On  appeal  by  the  parish  of  settle- 
ment against  this  order :  held.  First, 
that  the  relieving  parish  was  entitled, 
under  stat  4  8l  5  W.  4.  c.  76.  s$.  79, 
84  and  99,  to  the  cos.t  of  the  pauperis 
maintenance  only  for  the  twenty-one 
days  next  after  the  service  of  the 
notice  of  chargeability.  Secondly, 
that  the  information  on  which  the 
order  was  founded  was  laid  too  late» 
by  reason  of  stat  11  &  12  Ftc^c.  43. 
s,  11.  ;  and  was  not  within  the  ex- 
emption in  sect.  35.  HUl  v.  TAom- 
crqjft,  257. 

3.  Notice  of  appeal  against  order  of 
removal,  to  wrong  Sessions.  Its 
validity.  Jurisdiction  of  right  Ses- 
sions, under  sUt  12  &  13  Vict. 
c.  45.  s.  6.,  to  dismiss  appeal  with 
costs,  at  instance  of  respondents, 
to  whom  appellants,  who  do  not 
appear,  huve  given  notice  of  aban- 
donment of  the  appeal  to  the 
wrong  Sessions. 

Overseers  of  a  parish,  on  which  an 
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order  of  removal  of  a  pauper  bad 
been  made  by  two  borough  jostices, 
f^SLve  notice  of  an  appeal  against  the 
order  to  the  next  Quarter  Sesaions 
for  the  county  in  which  the  boroagh 
was  situate.  The  borough  had  a  se- 
parate Court  of  Quarter  Sessions, 
which  alone  had  jurisdiction  to  hear 
the  appeal.  The  day  before  the  Bo- 
rough Sessions  next  after  tbe  notice 
of  appeal  were  held,  the  appellants 
gave  notice  to  the  respondents  that, 
finding  that  the  Sessions  for  the 
county  bad  no  jurisdiction,  they  aban- 
doned the  appeal.  The  appellants 
did  not  appear,  and  the  respondents 
did,  at  tbe  Borough  Sessions ;  which 
Court,  on  the  application  of  the  re- 
spondents, dismissed  the  appeal,  and 
made  an  order  for  the  payment  by  tbe 
appellants  to  tbe  respondents  of  tbe 
costs  incurred  by  the  latter  in  tbe  ap- 
peal. 

Held,  discharging  a  rule  for  a  cer- 
tiorari to  brinff  up  this  order,  that  the 
order  was  rightly  made.  That  the 
Borough  Sessions  would  have  had 
jurisdiction  to  hear  the  appeal,  if  per- 
sisted  in ;  the  erroneous  statement  in 
the  notice  of  appeal  that  the  appeal 
would  be  made  to  the  County  Ses- 
sions being  merely  surplusage :  and 
that,  upon  the  abandonment  of  the 
appeal,  the  Borough  Sessions  had  ju- 
risdiction under  stat.  12  &  13  Vict, 
e,  45.  «.  6.  to  make  the  order.  Regina 
V.  Recorder  of  Leeds,  661. 

III.  Rate.    Rate,  L 

POSSESSION. 
Adverse.    Statute  qf  Limitations. 

POWER  OF  SALE. 
Vendor  and  Purchaser. 

PRACTICE. 

I.  On  making  order,  by  Court  or  Judffei; 
for  inspection  of  real  property,  under 
Common  Law  Procedure  Act,  1854, 
s.  58.,  467.  Common  Law  Procedure 
Act,  1854. 

n^  Right  to  inspection  o    document. 


PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

and  particulars  of  lien,  relied  on  in 
pleading  by  other  nde. 

Detinue  for  title  deeds.  Plea,  on 
equiuble  grounds,  that  before  the  de- 
tention, and  in  the  lifetime  of  Jf.  P., 
since  deceased,  through  whom  plain- 
tiffs claimed,  the  deeds  belonged  to 
M.  P.,  who  agreed  with  J.  N.  to  de- 
posit them  with  him,  by  way  of  equi- 
table mortgage  to  secure  the  repay- 
ment of  money  lent  by  him  to  M,  P, 
That  from  the  time  of  that  agreement 
to  bis  death.  J.  N,  held  the  deeds  on 
the  terms  aforesaid ;  and  died,  having 
appointed  defendants^  executrixes  of 
bis  will,  which  they  proved.  That 
thereupon  the  deeds  came  into,  and 
thence  till  action  brought  continued 
in,  the  possession  of  defendants  as 
such  executrixes ;  and  that  none  of 
the  money  lent  by  J.  N.  to  M.  P.  had 
ever  been  paid.  That,  therefore,  de- 
fendants detained  and  detain  the 
deeds;  which  was  the  detention  in 
the  declaration  mentioned. 

Plaintiffs,  who  were  trustees  of 
M.  P.'s  marriage  settlement  and  also 
her  executors,  administer^  interroga- 
tories to  defendants,  who,  in  answer, 
admitted  that  they  had  in  their  pos- 
session a  memorandum  of  a  specified 
date,  signed  by  M.  P.,  agreeing  that 
the  deeds  should  remain  in  the  cus- 
tody of  J.  N.  till  repayment  of  tbe 
moneys  advanced  by  him  to  M.  P. 

Held  that  plaintiffs,  on  an  aflidavit 
stating  that  they  were  entirely  igno- 
rant of  the  said  memorandum,  and 
had  no  means  of  ascertaining  any- 
thing of  its  contents,  and  that  it  was 
material  and  necessary,  in  order  to 

Erosecute  the  action,  that  they  should 
ave  inspection  of  it,  were  entitled  to 
inspection  of  the  memorandum,  and 
also  to  be  furnished  by  defendante 
with  particulars  of  the  lien  or  mort- 
gage on  the  deeds  relied  upon  by 
them.     Owen  v.  Nickson,  602. 

ni.  Change  of  venue  in  quo  warranto. 
147.     Venue. 

PRINCIPAL  AND  AGENT. 

Liability  of  EngHsk  agent  for  foreign 
chait«rer,495.  Shroud Si^pimp^lV. 


PRISON. 


RATE. 
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PRISON. 

Proper,  for  offender  sentenced  by  Indian 
Court-martial,  338.  Habea$  Corpus, 
II. 


PROHIBITION. 
Lies  to  Criminal  Court,  115.  Coroner,  I. 

QUARTER  SESSIONS, 

Jurisdiction  of.  to  dismiss  appeal,  where 
notice  of  appeal  to  other  and  wron^ 
Sessions  has  been  given  but  aban- 
doned. Stat.  12  &  13  Vict,  c.  45.  9. 
6.,  661.    Poor,  II.  3. 

QUO  WARRANTO. 
Change  of  venue  in,  147.     Venue. 

RAILWAY. 
How  rated  to  poor  rate.  Rate,  I.  1.  iv.  v. 


RATE. 


L  Poor  rate. 


1 .  Principles  of  rateability. 

i.  What  principle  erroneous,  for  as- 
certaining rateable  value  in  a  parish 
of  the  part  of  apparatus,  there 
situate,  of  a  waterworks  Company. 

The  pipes  and  reservoirs  of  a  water- 
works Company  were  so  placed  in  the 
several  parishes  in  which  they  were 
respectively  situate,  that  the  whole 
together  formed  one  apparatus  for  the 
supply  of  water,  in  some  only  of  such 
parishes,  to  the  customers  of  the 
Company ;  a  part  of  such  apparatus 
being  rateable  to  the  poor  rate  in  each 
parish. 

Held,  that  it  was  not  a  correct  prin- 
ciple, in  order  to  ascertain  the  rate- 
able  value  of  the  apparatus  in  any 
one  particular  parish,  to  calculate  the 
total  rateable  value  of  the  whole  ap- 
paratus in  all  the  parishes,  and  then 
divide  that  value  among  the  several 
3  c  2 


parishes,  according  to  the  quantity  of 
land  occupied  by  the  apparatus  in 
each  of  them.  Regina  v.  Ooereeers  qf 
Putney  J 108. 

ii.  Rateable  value  of  canal  and  adjoin- 
ing lands.  Construction  of  local 
Act,  C30  G.  3.  c.  Ixxxii.  *.  670 

llie  Act  incorporating  appellants, 
a  canal  Company,  provided  that  the 
Company  should  "  from  time  to  time 
be  rated  to  all  parliamentary  and  pa- 
rochial rates  and  assessments  for  and 
in  respect  of  the  lands  and  grounds  to 
be  purchased  or  taken  by  the"  "  Com- 
pany," "  in  pursuance  of*  the  "  Act, 
in  the  same  proportion  as  other 
lands  lying  near  the  same  are  or  shall 
be  rated,  and  as  the  same  lands  and 
grounds  so  to  be  purchased  or  taken 
would  be  rateable  in  case  the  same 
were  the  property  of  individuals  in 
their  natural  capacity. 

In  pursuance  of  the  Act,  the  Com- 
pany purchased  lands  and  made  the 
canal.  At  that  time  the  lands  ad- 
joining those  so  purchased  were  let  for 
use  as  mere  land ;  but  they  afterwards 
greatly  increased  in  value,  and,  at 
the  time  that  the  rate  now  appealed 
against  was  made,  were  extensively 
built  over,  and  worth,  if  let  for  the 
purpose  of  being  built  on,  6d.  per 
annum  the  square  yard.  The  average 
rateable  value,  at  the  time  of  making 
the  rate,  of  the  nearest  land  to  the 
canal  which  was  then  still  used  as 
mere  land,  was  about  3/.  per  acre  per 
annum.  Upon  other  land  adjoining 
the  canal,  wharfs,  yards  and  buildings 
had  before  then  been  erected,  the 
average  rateable  value  of  which  was 
then  5d.  the  square  yard. 

On  a  case  stated  for  the  opinion  of 
this  Court  by  Sessions,  on  an  appeal 
by  the  Company  against  a  poor-rate 
made  by  respondents,  for  a  parish  in 
which  part  of  the  canal  was  situate, 
to  which  appellants  were  assessed  in 
the  same  proportion  as  the  lands  lying 
near  the  canal  were  rated,  as  occupied 
at  the  time  the  rate  was  made :  Held, 
that  appellants  were  not  rateable  in 
proportion  only  to  the  rateable  value 
of  the  whole  of  the  lands  adjoining 
the  canal,  considered  as  mere  land : 
but  that  the  true  principle  of  their 
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rateability  was  that  theadjoining  land 
covered  with  buildings  should  be 
brought  into  hotchpot  with  the  ad- 
joining lands  of  other  descriptions, 
and  that  appellants  should  be  rated 
for  the  land  occupied  by  the  canal 
according  to  the  aggregate  value,  at 
the  time  of  making  the  rate,  of  the 
whole  land  brought  into  hotchpot: 
that  value  being  the  rent  which  a 
tenant  from  year  to  year  would  give 
for  the  whole ;  in  estimating  which,  | 
regard  was  to  be  had  to  that  propor-  | 
tion  of  the  rent  paid  by  the  tenant  of 
any  building  standing  on  the  land, 
which  he  might  be  supposed  to  pay  in 
respect  of  its  site  as  enhanced  in  I 
value,  bevond  the  uncovered  land, 
by  being  built  upon.  Regina  v.  Glo' 
morganshire  Canal  Company,  186. 

iii.  Owner  of  whole  house,  occupy- 
ing beneficially,  as  a  subject,  not 
exempt  from  rateability  though  he 
performs  duties  therein  as  servant 
of  the  Crown,  and  allows  other 
servants  of  the  Crown,  as  such,  to 
use  it. 

Appellant,  distributor  of  stamps  at  I 
C,  rented  a  house  there  at  52/.  iOs  per  | 
annum.  By  agreement  with  the  Com- 
missioners of  Inland  Revenue  he  let  | 
Gve  principal  rooms  and  a  closet,  in  . 
this  house,  for  the  use  of  the  surveyor 
of  taxes  and  of  the  collector  of  Inland 
Revenue  for  C   By   the   agreement,  | 
possession  was  to  be  given  and  rent 
to  commence  at   a  given  time,   and 
appellant  was  to  be  paid  "  the  annual 
consideration  of  90/. ;  this  sum  to  in-  { 
elude  all  expenses,  namely,  rent,  rates, 
taxes,  gas,  wood,  coals,  also  providing; 
a  trustworthy  person  to  reside  on  the 
premises,   to  keep  clean,  light  fires, 
and  attend  to  the  same."     One  other 
room  in  the  house  was  occupied  by 
appellant  as   an    office    for  vending 
stamps  and  transacting  other  public 
business  connected  with  his  duties  as 
stamp  distributor.    He  employed  an 
assistant  in  this  room,  who  also  took 
in  there  for  him   private  orders  for 
printing,   which    he    executed    else- 
where,   llie  remainder  of  the  house, 
consisting   of  two   kitchens    and    a 
cellar  on  the  basement,  and  a  sitting 
room  and  two  bedrooms  on  the  second 


floor,  was  occupied  by  a  man  and  hie 
wife  and  daughter,  under  an  agree- 
ment by  which  appellant,  besides 
allowing  him  to  live  rent  free,  paid  him 
6/.  IOs.  yearly  and  found  him  with  coals 
and  candles;  he  in  return  cleaning 
the  rooms  and  lighting  the  fires.  Ap- 
pellant exhausted,  annually,  the  whole 
of  the  90/.  payable  to  him  under  the 
first  mentioned  agreement,  with  the 
exception  of  2/.  10#.  in  paying  his  own 
rent ;  the  expenses  of  coal,  fuel  and 
gas;  the  wages  of  the  man  before 
mentioned ;  and  other  incidental  ex- 
penses. 

On  a  case  stated  for  this  Court,  on 
an  appeal  by  appellant  to  Sessions 
against  a  poor-rate  for  C.  to  which  he 
was  rated  on  the  full  annual  rateable 
value  of  the  whole  house:  Held,  that 
appellant  was  properly  rated  ;  for  tbat 
he  was  the  beneficial  occupier  of  the 
whole  house  in  his  capacity  as  a  sub- 
ject. That  the  five  rooms  and  closet 
were  not  in  the  separate  possession  of 
the  revenue  officers ;  and  the  fact  that 
appellant's  benefit,  in  respect  of  that 
part  of  the  house,  was  derived  from 
payments  made  to  him  by  servants  of 
the  Crown  for  prinleges  given  to  them 
in  that  capacity,  did  not  exempt  him 
from  rateability  :  and  that  the  room 
occupied  by  appellant  himself  was 
not  occupied  by  the  Crown  through 
him  as  its  servant.  Smith  v.  Orer- 
seers  of  St.  Michael,  Cambridge,  383. 

iv.  Deductions  allowable  from  rateable 
value  of  railway  line,  stations  and 
buildings  in  a  township. 

Deductions  from  rateable  value 
held  allowable  to  a  railway  C-ompany, 
upon  assessment  to  poor  rate,  in  respect 
ot  the  portion  of  their  line  passing 
through,  and  of  the  station,  buildings 
and  sidings  within,  a  township ;  on 
the  following  principles. 

1.  That  the  percentage  amount  to 
be  allowed  the  Company  for  interest 
on  capital  and  tenant's  profits  was  to 
be  calculated  upon  the  depreciated 
value  of  the  rolling  stock  at  the  time 
the  rate  was  made,  not  upon  its  cost 
price. 

2.  The  Company  being  obliged  to 
provide  (in  addition  to  the   rolling 
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stock),  turntables,  cranes,  weighing 
machines,  stationary  steam  engines, 
lathes,  electric  telegraph  and  appa- 
ratus, office  and  station  furniture,  and 
gas  works  used  for  supplying  the 
stations  with  gas :  Held,  that  a  de- 
duction should  be  allowed  for  interest 
on  capital  and  tenant's  profits,  in  re- 
spect of  such  of  these  articles  as  were 
moveable ;  for  instance,  the  office  and 
station  furniture :  but  not  in  respect  of 
such  of  them  as  were  either  so  attached 
to  the  freehold  as  to  become  part  of  it, 
or,  though  capable  of  being  removed, 
were  so  far  attached  as  that  it  was 
intended  that  they  should  remain  per- 
manently connected  with  the  railway 
or  the  premises  used  with  it,  and  re- 
main permanent  appendages  to  it,  as 
essential  to  its  working. 

3.  It  being  necessary,  in  order  to 
carry  on  the  business  of  the  railway, 
that  the  Company  should  have  in 
hand,  at  command,  a  sum  of  money 
by  way  of  floating  capital,  for  pro- 
viding surplus  stores  (as  rails, 
sleepers,  &c.)>  to  be  used  in  case  of 
accident  on  the  line,  or  other  emer- 
gency, and  partly  for  paying  thef  wages 
of  servants  of  the  Company  and  other 
current  expenses :  Held,  that  the 
question  whether  a  deduction  should 
be  allowed,  for  interest  and  tenant's 
profits,  or  either,  upon  this  floating 
capital,  must  depend  on  whether,  on 
the  whole  capital  employed,  a  greater 
delay  occurred  in  realizing  the  re- 
turns than  is  ordinarily  incident  to  the 
employment  of  capital.  That  a  de- 
duction was  allowable  in  respect  of 
any  such  delay,  but  not  in  respect  of 
a  delay  in  realizing  the  profits  on  a 
part  only  of  the  capital,  if  compensated 
by  the  more  than  ordinary  quickness 
of  the  return  on  the  rest. 

4.  That  the  deduction  to  be  allowed 
in  respect  of  the  stations,  buildings 
and  sidings  along  the  line,  must  be 
calculated  on  the  actual  value  at  which 
they  ought  to  be  assessed,  and  not 
upon  the  original  cost  of  construction. 
Regina  v.  North  Staffordshire  Railway 
Company,  392. 

V.  Rateable  value  of  railway  station  for 
use  of  which  the  occupying  Company 
receives  a  higher  annual    payment 


than  coulcPbe  obtained  as  rent  for  it 
from  a  tenant  from  year  to  year- 
Appellants,  a  railway  Company, 
being  the  sole  proprietors  and  occu- 
piers of  a  railway  station  on  their 
line,  in  1848  entered  into  an  agree- 
ment with  another  railway  Company, 
by  which  the  latter  were,  for  a  cer- 
tain annual  payment,  to  have  for  999 
years  the  joint  use  of  the  station  for 
their  traffic,  appellants  continuing  to 
be  occupiers  of  the  station,  subject  to 
such  use.  In  1859.  the  annual  value 
of  the  station  having  then  from 
various  causes  fallen  very  much  be- 
low the  sum  paid  annually  to  appel- 
lants, under  this  agreement,  by  the 
other  Company,  appellanU  were  as- 
sessed to  a  poor-rate  in  respect  of 
the  station,  on  the  full  sum  so  paid 
to  them. 

In  a  case  stated  for  this  Court,  on 
an  appeal  by  appellants  to  Sessions 
against  this  rate,  on  the  ground  that 
the  rateable  value  of  the  station  was 
not  the  rent  actually  paid  but  the 
rent  which  could  be  actually  obtained 
for  it  from  a  hypothetical  tenant  from 
year  to  year,  it  was  stated  as  an  ad  • 
mitted  fact  that  appellants  were  the 
persons  rateable  in  respect  of  the 
whole  occupation  of  the  station. 
Held,  that  appellants  were  properly 
rated  on  the  full  amount  paid  by  the 
other  Company ;  appellants  being 
sole  occupiers  of  the  station,  sul)ject 
to  an  easement  by  the  other  Com- 
pany, and  the  payment  being  a  profit 
arising  out  of  appellants'  occupation. 
Regina  v.  Fletton,  460. 

2.  Recovery  of. 

Duty  of  justices  to  enforce  rate  by 
distress  warrant,  at  instance  of  over- 
seers, successors  to  those  who  made 
the  rate.  Stats.  43  Elie,  c,  2.  s,  4. ; 
17  G.  2.  c.  38.  *.  11. 

Stat.  43  Elig,  e.  2.  #.  4-  empowers 
"as  well"  "the  present  as  subse- 
quent" "  overseers,  or  any  of  them," 
by  warrant  from  two  justices,  to  levy 
all  arrears  due  for  poor-rate,  by  dis- 
tress and  sale  of  the  offender's  goods. 
Stat  17  G.  2.  c.  38. «.  11.  enacts  that, 
in  case  any  person  shall  refuse  or 
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neglect  to  pay  the  oyeraeers  by  whom 
a  poor-rate  is  made,  any  sum  at  which 
he  is  legally  rated,  "  the  succeeding 
overseers  "may  levy  such  arrears,  and 
out  of  the  money  so  levied  reimburse 
their  predecessors  all  sums  of  money 
expended  by  them  for  the  use  of  the 
poor. 

Held,  that  the  latter  statute  does 
not  restrict  the  power  conferred  by 
the  former  to  overseers  immediately 
succeeding  those  by  whom  a  poor- 
rate  is  made,  but  that  any  overseers, 
subsequent  to  those  making  the  rate, 
are  stiU  entitled  to  procure  a  distress 
warrant  from  justices  to  enforce  pay- 
ment of  arrears  of  the  rate  by  default- 
ers. Overseers  qf  East  Dean  v.  Eve- 
rett, 574. 

IL    Under    Nuisances    Removal  Act. 
Nuisances  Removal  Act. 


REMOVAL. 
Order  of.    Poor,  II. 

SADDLERS'  COMPANY. 

Charter  and  bye-law  of.  Disqualifica- 
tion of  bankrupt  or  insolvent  for 
office  of  Assistant,  42.     Charter. 

SALE. 

Of  real  property,  685.  Vendor  and 
Purchaser. 

SEASHORE. 


Between  high  and  low  water  mark,  is 
part  of 
diction. 


part  of  adjoining  county,  234.  Juris- 
'*  "     ,11.2. 


SERVANT. 
Master  and  Servant. 


SET-OFF. 


Pleading, 


SHIP  AND  SHIPPING. 

I.  Ship  how  proved  British,  178.  ifer- 
chant  Shifjping  Act,  1854. 

n.  Construction  of  contract  of  ship- 
ment between  charterer  of  ship  and 
shipper  of  j^oods  on  board.  liability 
of  such  shipper  to  charterer  for  de- 
murrage, though  contract  creates 
partnership  in  freight  between  them. 

Plaintiff,  having  chartered  a  steamer, 
agreed  with  defendants  to  take  out 
some  engines  in  her  to  Barcdona,  it 
being  known  to  both  parties  that  the 
engines  could  not  be  shipped  unlets 
some  alterations  were  made  in  her 
hatchways.  The  agreement  contained 
the  following  conditions.  First :  that 
plaintiff  should  lay  the  steamer  on 
her  berth  at  Liverpool  for  BareeUma. 
Secondlv:  that  she  should  not  be 
requirea  to  lie  on  her  berth  longer 
than  ten  days.  Thirdly:  that  she 
should  make  the  vojrage  from  there 
to  Barcelona  for  the  lump  sum  of 
650^(,  plaintiff  to  pay  all  charges. 
Fourthly:  that  defendants  should  load 
in  the  steamer  two  engines  and  tenders 
complete,  for  2401.,  freight  to  be  paid 
at  lAverpool  on  delivery  of  bills  of 
lading,  without  any  deduction  for  inte- 
rest or  insurance.  Fifthly:  that  such 
of  the  above  goods  as  weighed  above 
20  cwt.  should  be  put  In  the  steamer, 
stowed,  taken  out  and  landed  at 
shipper's  risk  and  expense.  Sixthly: 
that  the  said  goods  should  be  taken 
out  of  the  steamer  as  soon  as  the 
captain  was  ready  to  deliver  them,  in 
five  days,  Sunday  excepted ;  and  202. 
sterling  demurrage  to  oe  paid  by  the 
shipper  or  receiver  of  the  said  goods, 
for  every  day  that  she  was  detained 
over  and  above  five  days.  Seventhly : 
that  the  steamer  should  be  entered 
in  the  joint  names  of  plaintiff  and 
defendants,  so  that  the  latter  might 
assist  to  get  cargo.  Eighthly  :  that 
any  surplus  of  freight  above  650/. 
should  be  divided  between  plaintiff 
and  defendants,  and  also  any  loss 
which  might  result.  Ninthly:  that 
the  said  steamer  should  ^arantee  to 
carry  480  tons  dead  weight,  besides 
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40  tons  of  coal  in  the  bankers. 
Tenthly :  that  the  bills  of  lading  for 
the  whole  cargo  of  the  said  steamer 
should  be  signed  at  the  office  of 
plaintiff.  Eleventhly:  that  the  steamer 
should  be  consigned  at  Barcelona  to 
the  friends  of  defendants,  paying  21. 
commission  on  the  above  freight. 

The  steamer  was  put  on  her  berth 
at  Liverpool,  and>  by  consent  of  her 
owner,  the  beams  in  her  hatchwavs 
were  removed,  for  the  stowage  of  toe 
engines,  at  the  joint  expense  of  plain- 
tiff and  defendants.  The  engines, 
which  exceeded  20  cwt.  in  weight, 
were  then  brought  alongside ;  and  it 
was  found,  before  ten  days  had  ex- 
pired, that  they  would  not  go  down 
the  hatchways,  notwithstanding  the 
removal  of  the  beams.  The  consent 
of  the  shipowner  to  the  further 
widening  of  the  hatchwavs  was 
thereupon  obtained,  on  condition  that 
the  ship  should,  before  sailing,  be 
made  right  to  the  satisfaction  of 
Lloyd's  surveyor.  In  consequence 
of  the  necessary  delay  for  widening 
the  hatchways  and  making  the  ship 
thus  right,  she  lay  on  her  berth  thir- 
teen days  beyond  the  stipulated  ten. 

Plaintiff  having  brought  this  ac- 
tion, on  the  second  clause  of  the 
agreement,  for  demurrage  in  respect 
of  the  detention  by  defendants  of  the 
ship  on  her  berth  beyond  ten  days : 
Held,  that  defendants  were  liable  on 
that  clause,  it  being  collateral  to  and 
independent  of  any  partnership  in 
the  freight;  assuming  that  the  agree- 
ment constituted  a  partnership  to 
some  extent  between  the  parties  in 
that  respect. 

The  Judge  directed  the  jury  that, 
by  reason  of  the  5th  clause  of  the 
agreement,  defendants  were  liable  for 
any  detention  of  the  ship  necessary 
to  effect  such  alterations  in  her  as 
would  enable  the  engines  to  be  put 
on  board  by  defendants.  Held  a 
right  direction.  Blech  v.  BaUeras, 
203. 

HI.  Authority  of  master  to  trans-ship, 
in  port  of  distress,  goods  which  are 
on  board  under  charterparty ;  in 
order  that  they  may  be  forwarded  to 
destination.    Whose  agent  he  it  in 


making  fresh  charterparty,  at  higher 
rate  of  freight,  with  master  of  sub- 
stituted ship.  Amount  of  freight 
payable  by  consignee  of  the  goods. 
Transfer  of  lien  for  freight  from  ori- 
ginal to  substituted  shipowner.  Ex- 
tent of  such  lien.  Right  of  con- 
signee to  deduct  from  freight  ad* 
vances  to  master  of  original  ship. 

Defendants,  London  merchants,  by 
charterparty  made  between  them  and 
C,  the  master  of  the  ship  Planter, 
chartered  that  ship  to  bring  a  cargo 
of  guano  from  CaUao  to  England. 
The  ship  was,  by  the  charterparty, 
consigned  outwards  to  defendants' 
agents  in  South  America ;  and  freight 
at  70s.  per  ton  was  made  payable  on 
her  arrival  in  England,  deducting 
such  advances  on  account  of  freight 
as  charterers'  agents  might,  as  the 
charterparty  empowered  them,  make 
to  C.  in  the  Pacific.  The  Planter 
arrived  at  Callao,  loaded  her  cargo  of 
guano,  and  set  sail  for  England,  de- 
fendants' agents  having,  previously 
to  her  sailing,  made  large  advances 
to  C.  on  account  of  freight.  Soon 
after  sailing  she  sprang  a  leak,  which 
compelled  her  to  put  back  to  Callao, 
and  she  arrived  there  the  second 
time,  consigned  to  a  firm  indepen- 
dent of  defendants  or  their  agents. 
It  was  then  found  that  she  could  not 
proceed  on  her  voyage,  and  C,  de- 
fendants' agents  refusing  to  intrr- 
fere,  trans-shipped  the  cargo  into 
another  ship.  The  Alarm^  to  be  for- 
warded to  England.  For  this  pur- 
pose a  charterparty  was  entered  into 
between  plaintiff,  the  master  and  ap- 
parent owner  of  The  Alarm,  and  C.  in 
his  own  name ;  under  which  freight 
was  made  payable  by  the  consignees, 
on  ship's  arrival  in  England,  at  70s. 
per  ton.  Plaintiff  then  made  out 
bills  of  lading,  in  which  C.  was 
named  as  shipper  and  defendants  as 
consignees.  At  the  date  of  this  latter 
charterparty  the  current  rate  of 
freight  at  Callao  was  only  40#.  per 
ton,  and  it  was  agreed  between  plain- 
tiff and  C.  that  plaintiff  should  pay 
the  difference  between  that  and  the 
charterparty  freight  to  C,  but  whe- 
ther for  C.'s  benefit  or  that  of  his 
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owners  did  not  appear.  The  cargo 
arrived  in  England,  in  The  Alarm; 
when  plaintiff  claimed  from  defen* 
dants  the  full  freight  of  708.  per  ton  ; 
from  which  defendants,  on  the  other 
hand,  insisted  on  their  right  to  de- 
duct the  advances  made  to  C  hy 
their  agents  at  Callao.  Defendants 
having  paid  the  freight  less  the 
amount  of  such  advances,  plaintiff 
brought  this  action  to  recover  that 
amount. 

A  verdict  having  been  taken,  by 
consent,  for  plaintiff,  for  this  amount, 
leave  being  reserved  to  defendants  to 
move  to  enter  it  for  them,  the  Court  to 
have  power  to  draw  inferences  of  fact 
from  the  above    facts,  which   were 
proved  at  the  trial;    Held,  making 
absolute  a  rule  to  enter  the  verdict 
for  defendants:  First,  that  the  proper 
inference  from  the  facts  was  that  C. 
made    the    charterparty    with    The 
Alarm  as  agent  for  his  owners  and 
not  for  defendants;  the  agreement  by 
plaintiff  to  return  him  part  of  the 
charterparty  freight  being  a  legiti- 
mate transaction  in  that  view,  but  a 
gross  fraud  on  defendants,  to  which 
plaintiff  was  a  party,  in  the  other. 
Secondly,  that  assuming  C  to  have 
made  the  said  charterparty  as  defen- 
dants' ostensible  agent,  he  had  no 
implied  authority,  from  the  necessity 
of  the  case,  on  trans-shipping  the 
cargo,  to  bind  defendants  to  payment 
of  a  higher  than  the  current  rate  of 
freight;  and  plaintiff  had  knowledge 
of  that  want  of  authority.    Thirdly, 
that,  apart  from  The  Alarm  charter- 
party,  plaintiff  had  no  lien  on  the 
cargo  for  a  greater  amount  of  freight 
than  the  balance  due  after  crediting 
defendants  with  the  advances  to  C. : 
for  that  assuming  (a  point  which  the 
Court  did  not  decide),  that  upon   a 
trans-shipment  of  cargo  arising  from 
necessity,  in  a  port  of  distress,  in 
order  to  its  being  forwarded  to  its 
destination,  the  original    shipowner 
can  transfer  his  lien  for  freight  to  the 
substituted  shipowner,  he  can  trans- 
fer no  greater  right  of  lien  than  he 
himself  possesses.  Matthews  v.  GUtbs, 
282. 

IV.  Extent  of  liability,  in  respect   of 


shipment  of  can^o,  of  agent  for  foreign 
charterer,  entering  into  charterparty 
which  provides  for  its  cessation. 

By  a  charterparty  made  between 
plaintiffs,  shipowners,  and  defendants, 
agents  in  England  for  foreign  char- 
terers, it  was  agreed  that  plaintiffs' 
ship  the  B.  should  proceed  to  J.,  and 
there  load  in  regular  turn,  in  the  cus- 
tomary manner,  from  defendants,  a 
full  and  complete  cargo  of  coke.  It 
was  further  agreed  that,  as  defendant 
were  acting  for  foreign  principals, 
"all  liability  of  "  defendanto  "  in  every 
respect^and  as  to  all  matters  and  things, 
as  well  before  and  during  as  after  the 
shipping  of  the  said  cargo,"  should 
"cease  as  soon  as  they*'  had  "  shipped 
the  cargo." 

Defendants  having  loaded  and 
shipped  the  agreed  cargo,  plaintiffs 
afterwards  sued  them  in  this  action 
for  not  having  shipped  it  in  regular 
turn.  Held,  that  the  action  would 
not  lie,  for  that  the  charterparty 
limited  defendants'  liability  to  the 
actual  shipment  of  the  cargo,  and 
protected  them  from  responsibility 
for  any  irregularity  or  delay  in  the 
shipment.     Milvaim  v.  Peree,  495. 

STATUTE. 

Construction  of. 

General  words  "Any  other  persona 
whomsoever,^  not  restricted  in 
meaning  by  following  words  which 
describe  particular  persons.  lia- 
bility, in  consequence,  of  all  per- 
sons to  be  called  upon  to  give  evi- 
dence before  committee  of  justices 
appointed  to  prepare  basis  for 
county  rates.  Sut.  15  &  16  VtcL 
c.  81.  ss.  2,  5,  7»  S. 

Stat.  15  &  16  Vict.  c.  81.,  by  sect. 
2,  empowers  the  justices  of  a  county 
to  appoint  a  committee  of  their 
body  for  the  purpose  of  pre- 
paring a  basis  or  standard  for  fair 
and  equal  county  rates,  to  be  founded 
on  the  full  and  fair  annual  value  (in- 
terpreted by  sect.  6  to  mean  the  net 
annual  value)  of  the  property  rateable 
to  the  poor-rate  in  every  parish  in  the 
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county.  Sect.  6  empowers  this  com- 
mittee to  order,  in  writinf(,  certain 
specified  parish  officers  and  other 
persons,  havinf;;  the  custody  or  man- 
agement of  any  public  or  parochial 
rates  or  valuations  of  the  parishes,  to 
make  written  returns  to  the  com- 
mittee of  the  amount  of  the  full  and 
fair  annual  value  of  the  property  in 
any  parish  liable  to  be  assessed  toward 
the  county  rate  ;  the  date  of  the  last 
valuation  for  the  assessment  of  such 
parish ;  and  the  name  of  the  surveyor 
or  other  person  by  whom  such  valua- 
tion was  made.  By  sect.  7  the  com- 
mittee may,  by  their  order  in  writinf(, 
require  the  **  overseers  of  the  poor, 
constables,  assessors,  collectors,  and 
any  other  persons  whomsoever,  to 
appear  before  them,"  '*  and  to  produce 
all  parochial  and  other  rates,  assess- 
ments, valuations,  apportionments, 
and  other  documents  in  their  custody 
or  power  relating  to  the  value  of 
or  assessment  on  all  or  any  of  the 
property  within  the  several  parishes  " 
"  which  may  be  liable  to  be  assessed 
toward  the  county  rate,  and  to  be  ex- 
amined on  oath  "  "  touching  the  said 
rates,  assessments,  valuations,  or  ap- 
portionments, or  the  value  of  property 
aforesaid.**  By  sect.  8,  '*  every  per- 
son who  shall  neglect  or  refuse  to 
appear  when  required  so  to  do  as 
aforesaid,  or  to  be  sworn  or  examined, 
or  to  produce  such  documents  as 
hereinbefore  provided,"  is  subjected 
to  a  penalty  not  exceeding  20/.,  re- 
coverable before  justices. 

Held,  that  sect.  7  authorizes  the 
committee  to  call  before  them  all 
persons  whomsoever,  able  to  give 
evidence  of,  and  produce  any  docu- 
ments relating  to,  the  actual  annual 
value  of  the  property  to  be  assessed 
to  the  county  rate ;  and  does  not  re- 
strict the  committee  to  ascertaining, 
by  the  examination  of  the  persons,  and 
the  inspection  of  the  documents,  spe- 
cified in  sect.  5,  the  amount  at  which 
the  property  is  rated  to  the  poor-rate. 
That  therefore  a  person  having  in  his 
possession  private  accounts  and  docu- 
ments relating  to  the  annual  value  of 
collieries  and  coal  mines  assessable  to 
the  county  rate,  and  able  to  give  evi- 
dence touching  their  net  annaal  value, 


incurs  the  penalty  under  sect  8  by 
refusing  to  obey  an  order  of  the  com- 
mittee, under  sect.  7*  for  his  appear- 
ance before  them  with  such  accounts 
and  documents.  Btgina  v.  Doubleday, 
501. 

STATUTE  OF  LIMITATIONS. 
As  to  real  actions. 

Stat  3  &  4  W^.  4.  c.  27  S8.  2,  7,  15. 
Possession  of  land  under  convey- 
ance intended,  but  ineffectual,  to 
pass  fee,  not  adverse.  Possession 
under  tenancy  at  will.  Creation  and 
determination  of  such  tenancy. 

On  2l8t  August,  1781,  the  lord  of 
a  manor,  with  the  consent  of  certain 
of  the  tenants,  granted  to  dve  persons, 
two  of  whom  were  the  churchwardens 
and  overseers  of  the  parish  of  ilf., 
license  to  enclose  3  a.  2  r.  of  the  waste 
of  the  manor;  and  that  they  and 
their  heirs,  and  all  persons  claim- 
ing under  them,  should  and  might 
lawfully  hold  the  same,  so  enclosed, 
in  trust  for  the  purpose  of  building  a 
workhouse  for  the  poor  of  M. ;  ren- 
dering to  the  then  lord  and  to  all  other 
lords  of  the  manor  the  yearly  rent  of 
5^.  for  the  same  in  every  year  for  ever. 
This  grant  was  not  according  to  any 
custom  in  the  manor,  nor  was  there 
any  such  custom.  The  churchwardena 
and  overseers  of  M,  immediately  took 
possession  of  the  land  the  subject  of 
the  grant,  and  built  on  it  a  workhouse 
which,  up  to  Midsummer,  1838,  was 
used  as  such  ;  and  possession  of  the 
workhouse  and  land  was  retained  by 
the  churchwardens  and  overseers,  or 
persons  claiming  through  them,  from 
1781  to  1840,  when  they  were  sur- 
rendered to  the  then  lord  of  the  manor, 
as  hereafter  mentioned.  In  1817»  the 
churchwardens  and  overseers  of  M, 
also  took  possession  of  2  r.  10  p.  of 
land,  contiguous  to  that  granted  in 
1781 ;  and  retained  possession  of  this 
additional  land  also  from  1817  to  1840. 
The  five  persons  nominated  as  trus- 
tees of  the  original  land  by  the  grant 
of  1781  all  died  before  1817»  and  no 
heir  of  the  survivor  came  in  to  claim 
admittance  to  it,  after  due  proclama- 
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tions  in  the  manor  Court  calling  upon 
him  to  do  so.  In  October,  1835,  the 
then  steward  of  the  manor  gave  notice 
to  the  churchwardens  of  M.  to  nomi- 
nate other  trustees  in  the  stead  of 
those  deceased,  in  order  to  their  ad- 
mittance at  the  next  manor  Court,  to 
save  a  forfeiture.  In  compliance,  the 
vestry  of  the  parish  nominated  seven 
fresh  trustees,  who,  on  27th  October, 
1835,  were  admitted  to  both  pieces  of 
land  at  a  manor  Court;  the  parish 
|Miyin^  a  fine  to  the  lord  and  the  lord 
granting  the  land  to  the  seven  persons 
and  their  heirs,  to  hold  by  copy  of 
court  roll  and  at  the  will  of  the  lord, 
on  the  same  trusts  as  in  the  grant  of 
1781,  and  at  the  same  yearly  rent  of 
6«.  From  the  accounts  of  a  deceased 
steward  of  the  manor,  it  appeared  that 
this  rent  was  paid  to  the  lord  from 
1781  to  1791,  and  from  the  parish 
books  of  If.  it  appeared  that  it  was 
also  paid  from  1825  to  1836.  In 
January,  1840,  the  vestry  of  M,  passed 
a  resolution  that,  there  being  no  fur- 
ther use  for  the  premises  as  a  work- 
house, the  land  should  be  forthwith 
surrendered  to  the  then  lord  of  the 
manor  by  the  churchwardens  and 
overseers,  and  the  trustees  appointed 
in  1835.  And  in  February,  1840, 
that  surrender  was  made  to  the  then 
lord  of  the  manor,  the  surrender  com- 

E rising,  in  terms,  the  first  piece  of 
md  only,  but  possession  being  given 
to  the  lord,  not  of  it  only,  but  also  of 
the  other.  The  lord,  by  himself  or 
by  persons  claiming  under  him,  held 
undisturbed  possession  of  both  pieces 
of  land  from  February,  1840»  to  the 
time  of  the  present  action. 

On  a  case  stated,  in  an  action  of 
ejectment  brought,  on  l6th  February, 
1859,  bv  the  churchwardens  and  over- 
seers of  ilf.,  to  recover  both  pieces  of 
land  from  defendants,  who  were  in 
possession  and  claimed  under  the 
lord  of  the  manor  of  1840,  power 
being  reserved  to  the  Court  to  draw 
inferences  of  fact:  Held,  that  plain- 
tiffs were  not  entitled  to  recover  either 
piece  of  land.  As  to  the  original 
piece,  that  the  possession  by  plaintiffs 
under  the  grant  of  1781  was  at  the 
'  outset  permissive,  and  had  not,  down 
to  and  at  the  time  oi  the  pasting  of 


Stat  3  &  4  FT.  4.  c.  27.  (July,  1833), 
become  adverse ;  plaintiffs  having, 
from  1781  down  to  that  time,  held 
either  as  tenants  at  will  or,  at  most, 
as  tenants  from  year  to  year  of  the 
lord.  That  such  tenancy  was  deter- 
mined by  the  admittance  of  the  fresh 
trustees  for  M.  in  October,  1835, 
whereby,  within  five  years  from  the 
passing  of  sUt  3  &  4  fF.  4.  e.  27.,  a 
fresh  tenancy  at  will  was  created: 
which  last  tenancy  was,  within  twenty- 
one  years  of  its  inception,  namely,  in 
1840,  determined  by  the  lord's  entry 
and  resumption  of  possession.  As  to 
the  piece  of  land  taken  possession  of 
by  plaintiffs  in  1817  :  That  the  lord's 
right  of  entry  to  it  could  not  be  barred 
before  1837*  before  which,  namely,  in 
1835,  it  was  included  in  the  land  to 
which  the  fresh  trustees  were  admit- 
ted;  as  it  was,  in  1840,  in  the  land  of 
which  the  lord  retook  possession. 
Hodgson  v.  Hooper^  149* 
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20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.     (TTutmes  Con- » 
servancy),  5S8.     TTutmes  Conservancy 
Act,  1857. 

22  &  23  Vict.  e.  cxxxiii.  (Watermen's 
and  Lightermen's  Amendment,  185P), 
244.  fVatermem's  and  Lightermen*9 
ActM. 


SUGGESTION. 

On  record,  as  to  chanpfe  of  yenue  in  quo 
warranto,  147*     Venue. 

SUNSTROKE. 

Death  by,  not  death  by  accident,  within 
life  policy  against  accidents,  478.   In- 


TENANT. 

Landlord  and  Tenant. 

THAMES  CONSERVANCY  ACT. 
1867.     • 

C20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.) 

Sects.  52,  76  Power  of  Conservators 
of  Thames  to  appoint  assistant  river 
keepers,  with  authority  to  enter  fish- 
inf^  boats  and  seize  brood  of  fish,  under 
Stat.  30  G.  2  e.  21.  #.  5.  Penalty  in- 
curred by  obstructing  such  keepers. 

Stat.  30  6.  2.  c.  21.  s.  5.  enacts 
that,  for  the  better  preservation  of  the 
fishery  of  the  river  Thames,  within 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  mayor  of  Lon- 
don^ as  conservator  of  the  river,  it 
shall  be  lawful  *'for  the  deputy  of 
the  said  mayor  for  the  time  being,  as 
conservator  as  aforesaid,  commonly 
called  the  water  bailiff,  and  his  as- 
sistant or  assistants,"  appointed  by 
warrant  under  the  hand  and  seal  of 
the  mayor,  to  enter  the  boat  of  any 
fisherman  or  other  person  fishing  on 
the  Thames,  and  seize  all  brood  of 
fish  found  there.  Sect.  6  imposes  a 
penalty  of  10/.  on  any  person  *'  who 
shall  obstruct  or  hinder  the  said 
water  bailiff"  or  "his  assistants." 
"in  the  execution  of  any  of  the 
powers  vested  in  them  by  this  Act;" 
and  sect.  11  gives  a  convicted  person 


a  right  of  appeal  to  the  next  Court  of 
Conservancy. 

The  Thames  Conservancy  Act, 
1857,  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.,  creates 
a  new  corporatiou,  called  "  The  con- 
servators of  the  river  Thames**  and, 
by  sect.  52,  transfers  to  them  *'  all 
the  powers,  authorities,  rights  and  pri- 
vileges," "  which  might  be  exercised 
by  the  mayor  of  London,**  "  by  pre- 
scription,  usage,  charter,  or  Act  of 
Parliament,  or  otherwise,  with  regard 
or  relation  to  the  conservancy  and  the 
preservation  and  regulation  of  the 
river  Thames,*  save  only  so  far  as  the 
same  may  be  modified  by,  or  be  in- 
consistent with,  the  provisions  of  that 
Act.  Sect.  76  imposes  a  penalty,  not 
exceeding  6/.,  on  any  person  who 
"  shall  resist  or  make  forcible  opposi- 
tion against  any  person  employed  in 
the  due  execution  of  this  Act*' 

Held  that,  under  tbe  latter  Act,  al- 
though it  does  not  apparently  have 
the  fishery  of  the  Thames  in  contem- 
plation, the  conservators  of  the  Thames 
are  empowered  to  appoint,  under  their 
hands  and  seals,  assistant  river-keep- 
ers, with  express  authority  to  enter 
fishing  boats  and  seize  brood  of  fish, 
in  pursuance  of  staL  30  6.  2.  c.  21. 
#.  5. ;  and  that  a  person  obstructing 
such  an  assistant  river-keeper  in  so 
doing,  is  not  liable  to  the  penalty  im- 
posed by  sect.  6  of  that  statute ;  but 
IS  liable  to  the  penalty  imposed  by 
Stat.  20  &  21  Vict.  c.  cxlvii.  s.  76. 
Tumidge  v.  Skaw,  588. 

TOLL. 

I.  Turnpike. 

1.  Exemption  from,  of  fodder    for 
cattle,  238.     Twmpike,  I. 

2.  Ejectment  by  mortgagee  of.   Costa 
on  plaintiff's  nonsuit,  358.  Costs^L 

II.  Right  of  Company  empowered  by 
statute  to  take  toll  in  return  for  a  pub- 
lic service,  to  remit  toll  in  whole  or 
in  part.  Stats.  11  G.  4.  c.  Ixx  s  76.; 
6  &  7  W.  4.  c.  cxxxiii.  ss.  53,  125. 
Right  of  Market  Company  to  landing 
tolls  for  use  of  pier  adjoining  market. 

A  Company  empowered  by  statute 


TOLL. 


TRADE  MARK. 


761 


to  take  tolls  in  return  for  a  public  ser- 
vice is  not  bound,  independently  of 
express  enactment,  to  exact  the  same 
tolls  from  all  persons  alike ;  but  is  at 
liberty  to  remit  the  tolls,  or  any  por- 
tion of  them,  to  particular  persons,  at 
its  pleasure  and  discretion. 

Stat.  II  G.  4.  c.  Ixx.,  by  which 
plaintiflTs,  a  market  Company,  were  in- 
corporated, by  sect.  76  empowered 
them  to  take  from  the  master  of  any 
steamboat  *^  in  respect  of  every  pas- 
senger landing  on  or  embarkini;  from 
the  wharf  or  causeway"  authorized 
by  the  Act  to  be  made,  "the"  "tolls" 
"  which  "  should  "at  any  time  or  from 
time  to  time  be  fixed  and  appointed 
by"  plaintiffs,  not  exceeding  2d.  for 
each  passenger.  A  subsequent  Act, 
6  &  7  >K.  4.  c.  cxxxiii.,  incorporating 
another  Company  for  the  purpose  of 
building  a  bridge  from  plaintiffs* 
market  over  the  Thames,  by  sect.  53 
authorized  plaintiffs  to  levy  the  same 
tolls  for  passengers  landing  on  or  em- 
barking from  the  northern  pier  of  the 
intended  bridge  which  stat.  II  G.  4. 
c.  Ixx.  s.  76.  had  empowered  them  to 
levy.  And  by  sect.  125  it  was  en- 
acted, that  "  the  tolls  to  be  taken  by 
virtue  of  "  the  "  Act  should  at  all 
times  be  charged  equally,"  and  that 
every  "reduction  or  advance  of*' 
them  should  "  extend  to  all  persons 
whatever  using  the  said  bridge." 

Plaintiffs,  after  the  bridge  had  been 
built,  fixed  and  appointed  the  toll  to 
be  received  "  under  the  76th  clause 
of"  their  "Act  of  incorporation,  from 
the  master  of  every  steamboat"  "  in 
respect  of  every  passenger  landing  on 
or  embarking  from "  the  northern 
pier,  at  2d.  But  by  agreement  with 
defendants,  a  steamboat  Company, 
they  charged  defendants  a  toll  of 
Is.  4rf.  per  100  of  their  passengers; 
and,  by  agreement  with  another  steam- 
boat Company,  charged  that  Company 
a  lower  toll  of  Id.  per  dozen  of  their 
passengers.  Passengers  landing  on 
or  embarking  from  the  northern  pier 
from  or  on  to  steamboats  used  no 
other  portion  of  the  bridge  than  the 
northern  pier,  which  abutted  on  plain- 
tiff's' land. 

Plaintiffs  having  brouf^ht  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  from  defendants  ar- 


rears of  toll  for  passengers  at  the  rate 
agreed  upon  with  defendants :  held, 
that  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover 
the  full  amount.  That  stat.  11  G.  4. 
c.  Izx.  s.  76.  was  not  an  equality 
clause,  requiring  plaintiffs-  to  charge 
the  fixed  and  appointed  toll  in  foil  for 
each  passenger ;  but  that  it  directed 
the  toll  to  be  fixed  and  appointed 
merely  in  order  that  the  public  might 
know  the  maximum  toll  they  could  be 
called  upon  to  pay ;  leaving  plaintiffs' 
right  to  lower  or  remit  the  toll,  if  it 
otherwise  existed,  wholly  untouched. 
That  in  the  absence  of  an  equality 
clause  in  that  Act  such  right  did 
exist,  and  was  not  abrogated  by  stat. 
6  &  7  W.4.C.  cxxxiii.  s.  125.,  that 
enactment  applying  only  to  tolls  taken 
by  the  bridge  Company  for  the  use  of 
the  bridge,  and  not  to  the  tolls  taken 
by  plaintiffs.  Hungerford Market  Com' 
pany  v.  City  Steamboat  Company,  365. 

TRADE  MARK. 

Action  for  fraudulently  causing  plaintiff 
unknowingly  to  counterfeit  a  third 
person's  trade  mark ;  when  sustain- 
able. Damages.  Costs  of  Chancery 
suit  brought  by  the  third  person 
against,  and  compromised  by,  plain- 
tiff, recoverable. 

Declaration,  for  that,  plaintiff  hav- 
ing agreed  with  defendant  to  make  for 
and  sell  to  him  bricks,  to  be  marked 
as  defendant  might  direct,  defendant 
wrongfully,  deceitfully  and  injuriously 
directed  plaintiff  to  mark  them  with 
the  name  of  R. ;  defendant  then  well 
knowing,  and  plaintiff  not  knowinir, 
as  the  fact  was,  that  R.  used  that 
name  as  a  mark  on  bricks  made 
and  sold  by  him,  to  distinguish 
them  from  bricks  made  and  sold  by 
other  persons ;  and  that  plaintiff,  by 
so  marking  the  bricks  to  be  made  for 
defendant,  would  become  liable  to 
legal  proceedings  for  damages  at  the 
suit  of  R ,  and  to  be  restrained  by  in- 
junction from  making  any  more  of 
such  bricks.  That  plaintiff,  in  igno- 
rance of  the  consequences,  and  of  i?.'8 
rights,  marked  the  bricks  as  directed 
by  defendant,  and  delivered  them  to 
him.    That  R.  thereupon  filed  a  bill 
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m  Chancery  against  plaintiff  for  an 
injunction,  an  account  of  the  profits 
made  by  plaintiff  from  the  bricks, 
and  a  decree  that  plaintiff  should  pay 
the  amount  thereof  to  R.  That  plain- 
tiff thereupon  compromised  such  suit 
by  paying  A.  a  large  sum  of  money 
for  his  damages,  costs  and  expenses, 
and  was  also  compelled  to  pay  large 
sums  of  money  for  the  costs  of  his  own 
necessary  defence  to  the  suit. 

Demurrer.    Joinder  in  demurrer. 

Held,  that  the  declaration  disclosed 
a  good  cause  of  action,  on  the  ground 
that  plaintiff,  though  innocent  of  fraud 
in  counterfeiting  ii.'s  mark,  was  ne- 
vertheless  liable  in  equity  to  the  suit 
for  having  iu  fact  counterfeited  it: 
and  semble  also  on  the  ground  that, 
the  natural  consequence  of  defendant's 
act  being  to  plunge  plaintiff  into  the 
Chancery  suit,  and  thereby  to  cause 
him  to  incur  costs  and  expenses, 
plaintiff,  whether  or  not  he  was  liable 
to  the  suit,  had  a  good  cause  of  action 
against  defendant  to  recover  the  da- 
mages so  sustained.  Dixon  v.  Fawcus, 
637. 

TRANSHIPMENT. 

Of  goods,  in  port  of  distress,  282. 
SJ^  and  Skij^inng,  III. 

TRUSTEES. 

Effectof  saleof  property  by,  atinadequate 
price,  685.     Vendor  caid  Purchaser. 

TURNPIKE. 

I.  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4.  e.  126. 
s.  32.  Exemption  of  fodder  for  cattle 
from  turnpike  toll. 

The  General  Turnpike  Act,  3  G.  4.' 
e.  126.,  enacts,  by  sect  32,  *'  that  no 
toll  shsdl  be  demanded  or  taken  "  "  on 
any  turnpike  road,  for'*  ^any  horse, 
beast  or  other  cattle  or  carriage  em- 
ployed in  carrying  or  conveying,  hav- 
ing been  employed  only  in  carrying 
or  conveying  on  the  same  day,"  ••  any 
hay,  straw,  fodder  for  cattle,  and  corn 
in  the  straw,  which  has  grown  or 
arisen  on  land  or  ground  in  the  occu- 
pation of  the  owner  of  any  such  hay. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

straw,  fodder  or  eom  in  the  straw, 
potatoes  or  other  agricultural  produce, 
and  which  has  not  been  bought,  sold 
or  disposed  of,  nor  is  gmng  to  be  sold 
or  disposed  of." 

A  horse  and  cart  passed  through  a 
toll-gate,  carrjring  threshed  barley, 
which  had  grown  on  land  in  the  oc- 
cupation of  the  owner,  to  a  mill  to  be 
ground  into  meal  for  feeding  the 
owner's  pigs.  They  repassed  on  the 
same  day  laden  with  barley-meal  ob- 
tained from  the  mill,  the  produce  of 
another  parcel  of  barley  grown  by  the 
same  owner  on  the  same  land,  and 
previously  sent  to  be  ground  into 
meal  for  the  same  purpose.  The 
horse  and  cart  had  not  been  em- 
ployed in  any  other  way  on  the  same 
day.-  Held,  that  they  were  exempt 
from  toll  under  the  above  enactment 
on  each  journey :  for  that  both  the 
barley  and  the  barley- meal  came 
within  the  description  of  "  fodder  for 
cattle.'*    Clements  v.  Smiik^  238. 

II.  Ejectment  by  mortgagee  of  turnpike 
tolls.  Costs  on  plaintiff's  nonsuit, 
358.     Costs,  L 

USAGE. 

Of  trade.  Pkrol  evidence  to  explain 
term  of  art  in  written  contract,  306. 
Evidence,  I.  3. 

VALUER. 

Under  Inelosure  Acts.  Proceedings  by, 
before  justices,  to  recover  possession 
of  encroachment,  7*    Indosmre  Acts. 


VENDOR  AND  PURCHASER. 

Right  of  purchaser  of  realty  to  rescind 
contract,  and  recover  deposit,  where 
vendor  is  devisee  of  survivor  of 
several  donees  of  a  power  of  sale 
given  to  them  *'  or  the  survivor  of 
them,  or  the  heirs,  executors,  or  ad- 
ministrators of  such  survivor." 
Effect  of  omission  of  "assigns"  in 
description  of  donees  of  power. 
Court  of  law,  how  far  bound  to 
decide  on  validitv  of  vendor*s  title. 
Right   to    rescind     on     ground    of 
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former  sale  to  vendor  at  inadequate 
price,  by  trustees. 

8,,  being  seised  in  fee  of  a  messuage 
and  having  other  real  and  personal 
estate,  died,  having  devised  all  his 
real  and  the  residue  of  his  personal 
cstote  to  W,  S.  and  H.  5.,  "their 
heirs,  executors  and  administrators," 
upon  trust  that  IV.  S.  and  H.  S.,  or 
the  survivor  of  them,  or  the  heirs, 
executors,  or  administrators  of  such 
survivor,  should  sell,  llie  testator 
further  declared  that  W.  8.  and  H. 
8.,  or  the  survivor  of  them,  or  the 
executors  or  administrators  of  such 
survivor,  should  hold  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  in  trust  to  pay  debts  and 
invest  all  the  residue  of  the  trust 
moneys  in  government  or  real  securi- 
ties, and  pay  the  dividends  equally 
between  the  testator's  wife  and 
dauf^hter  during  their  lives,  and 
wholly  to  the  survivor  after  the  decease 
of  one  of  them ;  and,  after  the  decease 
of  that  survivor,  to  divide  the 
whole  equally  amongst  all  the  then 
living  children  of  the  testator,  or, 
failing  them,  according  to  the  Statute 
of  Distributions.  The  testator  also 
appointed  fV.  8,  and  H.  8,  his  execu- 
tors. They  acted  in  the  trust,  and  H. 
S.,  the  sur%'ivor,  devised  all  his  real 
and  personal  trust  estates  to  A.  and  B. 
(whom  he  also  appointed  his  execu- 
tors), to  hold  to  them,  their  heirs, 
executors,  administrators  and  assigns, 
upon  the  same  trusts  as  the  testator 
IL  8.  held  them.  After  the  death  of 
H.  8.,  A.  and  £.  sold  the  messuage 
in  question  to  C,  who  subsequently 
contracted  with  plaintiff  to  sell  it  to 
him  in  fee. 

In  an  action  by  plaintiff  to  recover 
the  deposit  money  paid  under  this 
contract,  on  the  ground  that  C  had 
failed  to  make  out  a  good  title,  held 
(dubitante  Blackburn  J.)  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  recover;  inasmuch  as, 
by  reason  of  the  omission  of  "assigns*' 
in  the  description  of  the  donees  of 
the  power  of  sale  in  the  devise  by  8. 
creating  the  trust,  the  title  of  the 
devisees  of  H.  8,  to  convey  to  C.  was 
too  doubtful  for  a  Court  of  equity  to 
compel  specific  performance  of  the 
contract. 

Quare,  per  Blackburn  J.,  whether 


this  Court,  as  a  Court  of  law,  was  not 
bound  to  decide  absolutely  whether 
the  vendor's  title  was  good  or  bad. 

8.  in  1810  bought  the  messuage  in 
fee  for  462/.  The  price  paid  to  A.  and 
B,  by  C,  upon  the  sale  of  it  to  him  in 
1865,  was  only  73/.  4^.,  and  the  con« 
tract  price  between  C.  and  plaintiff,  in 
1859,  was  350/. 

Held,  per  totam  Curiam,  that  the 
inadequacy  of  the  price  at  which  A, 
and  JB.  sold  constituted  a  breach  of 
trust:  and  that,  as  plaintiff,  having 
notice,  was  affected  therebVf  plaintiff 
was  entitled  on  that  ground  to  refuse 
to  complete  the  contract.  8teveHS  v. 
Austen,  685. 

VENUE. 

Power  of  Court  to  change,  in  quo  war- 
ranto.    Ground  for  change. 

The  Court  has  power  to  change  the 
venue  in  an  information  in  the  nature 
of  a  quo  warranto :  and  a  suggestion 
on  the  record,  that  the  trial  of  the 
issue  can  be  more  conveniently  had 
in  the  county  of  the  substituted  venue, 
shews  sufficient  ground  for  the  change, 
and  for  the  subsequent  proceedings 
in  that  county.    Clark  v.  Keffinat  147* 

WATERMEN'S  AND  LIGHTER- 
MEN'S  ACTS. 

7  &  8  6.  4.  c.  clxxv.  88,  37,  101 ;  22  k 
23  Vict.  c.  cxxxiii.  88.  7,  54.  Penalty 
when  incurred  by  unqualified  person 
navigating  barge  for  hire  on  Tkame8. 
Western  barges. 

The  Watermen's  and  Lightermen's 
Amendment  Act,  1859,  22  &  23  Vict. 
c.  cxxxiii.,  by  sect.  54  subjects  to  a  pe- 
nalty "any  person,  not  beinga  freeman 
licensed  in  pursuance  of"  the  "Act, 
or  an  apprentice,  qualified  according 
to  "  the  "  Act,  to  a  freeman  or  to  the 
widow  of  a  freeman  of  the  "  Water- 
men's Company,  who  "  shall  at  any 
time  act  as  a  waterman  or  lighter- 
man, or  ply  or  work  or  navigate  any" 
"lighter" "upon  the"  "  river" Tftame* 
"from  or  to  any  place  or  places" 
"  within  the  limits  of"  the  "  Act,  for 
hire  or  gain." 

Stat.  7  &  8  6. 4  c.  dzzv.,  which  by 
sect.  37  imposed  a  similar  penalty^ 
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and  by  sect  101  exempted  therefrom 
persons  navij^tinR  "  western  barRea," 
18  repealed  by  stat  22  &  23  Vict.  c. 
czxxiii.,  which  by  sect.  7  enacts 
''that  such  repeal  shall  not  affect" 
"any  appointment  or  license  duly 
made  or  granted  under  any  enact- 
ment hereby  repealed." 

Held,  that  a  person  found  plying 
and  navigatinpf  a  barge  for  hire  on 
Uie  ThameSf  within  the  limits  of  stat. 
22  &  23  Vict.  c.  cxsxiii.,  and  not  being 
licensed  or  qualified  according  to  the 
Act,  incurs  a  penalty  under  sect  54, 
though  the  barge  started  from  a 
place  beyond  those  limits,  and  would, 
under  stat.  7  &  8  G.  4.  c.  Ixxv.,  have 
been  deemed  a  *' western  barge." 
Doick  V.  Pkeips,  244. 

WATERWORKS  COMPANY 

Rateability  to  poor-rate  of  apparatus  of, 
108.     Rate,  I.  1.  i. 


WEIGHTS  AND  MEASURES 
ACr. 

(5  &  6  W.  4.  c  63.) 

Sects.  21,  28.     What  are  " measures" 
liable  to  seizure  and  forfeiture. 

Earthenware  jugs  or  drinking  cups, 
ordinarily  used  as  imperial  measures 
by  a  puolican  in   his  business,  are. 


although  not  stamped  as  measures, 
and  exempted  by  stat  5  &  6  IV.  4. 
c.  63.  S.21.  from  being  so  stamped, 
nevertheless  "  measures  "  within  the 
meaning  of  sect.  28  of  that  Act,  which 
empowers  any  authorized  inspector 
of  weights  ana  measures  to  enter  any 
shop  or  place  within  his  jurisdiction, 
in  which  goods  are  exposed  and  kept 
for  sale,  and  there  to  examine  all 
measures,  and  to  compare  and  try 
them  with  the  copies  of  the  imperial 
standard  measures  required  by  the 
Act  to  be  pro\'ided :  and  renders 
measures,  found  on  such  examination 
to  be  unjust,  liable  to  be  seized  and 
forfeited;  and  the  person  in  whose 
possession  they  arc  found  to  be  con- 
victed in  a  penalty.  Regina  v.  Aul- 
ton,  568. 

WESLEYAN   MINISl'ER. 
Settlement  of,  555.     Poor,  I.  1.  ii. 


WORDS. 

I.  "  Any  other  person  whomsoever  "  in 
a  statute,  following  words  of  descrip- 
tion of  particular  persons.  Construc- 
tion, 501.     Statute. 

II.  "  Assigns."  Effect  of  omission  of, 
in  description  of  donees  of  power  of 
sale,  685.     Vendor  and  Purchuser. 


THE    END. 
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